535 REFUTATIONS, RE-EVALUATIONS, 
NOVELTIES, IMPROVEMENTS, 

AND CORRECTIONS TO THE 
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF CHESS OPENINGS 



C74 ECO gives 1.Qc3 d4 2.Qxd3 exd3 
Nxc6+ Kd5 4.Nxd8 Rxd8 with advantage to 
Black. BUST: Instead of 1 .Qc3 White wins 
from the diagram with 1.Nxc6! Rxb3 
2. Nxd8«- Kd7 3.axb3 Kxd8. 


C47 ECO gives 1...Be7 2.Bxe7 Qxe7 3.Nxe7 
fxe4 4.Nxc8 exd3 5.Bxe2 dxe2 15.Nd6 with 
equality. BUST: From the diagram 1...Nf4!! 
wins immediately: 2.Bxf4 (2.Bxd8 Nxd5) 
2...Bb4+ 3.Kd1 0-0 and wins. 
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EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS 


oc 

1-0 

0-1 

1 / 2 - 1/2 

! 
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? 

?? 

!? 

?! 

# 

+= 

-+ 

+- 

-+ 

++- 

-++ 

+=/+- 


CYB 

RCR 

NIC 


Unclear position 
White won 
Black won 
Drawn game 
Strong move 
Brilliant move 
Weak move 
Blunder 

Interesting move 
Dubious move 
Checkmate 

White has a slightly better position 
Black has a slightly better position 
White is clearly better 
Black is clearly better 
White has a winning advantage 
Black has a winning advantage 
White is slightly to clearly better 
Equal 

Chess Correspondence Yearbook 
Russian Chess Review 
New in Chess 



AUTHOR’S PREFACE 


Suppose for a moment that you are studying an opening variation to 
try out in next month’s tournament, or you’re a correspondence player 
choosing between two lines of play. In the course of your preparations 
you consult a reference manual, say the Encyclopedia of Chess 
Openings, and discover that a certain sequence of moves is said to 
end in a clear disadvantage for yourself. What now? The great majority 
of us would simply think to ourselves, "Well, I certainly can’t play that! 
Grandmaster so-and-so says I’ll come out badly, so I’d better try 
something else." 

Unfortunately, at that precise moment our development as 
well-rounded chess players got stunted; we began learning the habit of 
slavishness, and began losing the capacity to think independently. To 
complicate matters, in ninety-five cases out of one hundred 
"Grandmaster so-and-so" is correct, we w/7/come out badly in that line. 
But what of the other five cases? How are we to recognize his lapses if 
we take every utterance of the professional uncritically? That is where I 
hope the present volume will be found useful. 

Two goals were before me in compiling the material for this book. 
First, to help instill a healthy skepticism in the reader for established 
opening theory. Consider the words of Emanuel Lasker, who wrote 
that "...the chess student should not trust an analysis merely because 
he sees it in print. He must examine, he must do his own thinking and 
by conscientious work he must form his own judgment." I believe that 
one way to achieve the "mistrust" Lasker desired in students is through 
the repetition of examples in which the best players have proven to be 
wrong. Such repetition, I think, also works toward my second goal: 
entertainment. Yes, we may hate to admit it, but watching the world’s 
leading players fall flat on their analytical faces does offer a certain 
perverse pleasure. And we learn that they too are mortal, afflicted with 
the same chess blindness that we suffer from. 



Let’s try a practice run, to see if we can suspend our belief in a 
received assessment, and have fun at the same time. ECO, in a note 
to its coverage of the Ruy Lopez, gives the line 1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 
3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 5.0-0 Be7 6.Bc6 dc 7.Re1 Bg4 8.h3 Bh5 9.g4 
Bg6? 10.Ne5 with a clear advantage to White. 



What does White’s advantage consist of? Well, he’s got an extra 
pawn, and Black’s light-squared Bishop may be discomfited by an 
eventual f4-f5. That seems easy enough, but in Wittmann-Malinin, corr. 
1990-91 the diagrammed position arose, and after 10...Be4 11.g5 
Black shot back with the excellent 11...Rg8!!. The final moves were 
12.gf gf 13.Ng4 f5 14.Kf1 Qd6 15.Nc3 Bhl! 0-1. White elected not to 
see how his opponent might conclude matters, but Malinin analyzes 
the further 16.Ke2 (16.Ne3 Qh6 -+) Bg2 17.Ne3 (17.Rg1 Rg4f -+) Bh3 
18.Rh1 Qh6 19.d3 f4 20.Nc4 Rg2 21.Qe1 O-O-O, when Black’s 
attacking prospects give him a clear advantage. 

Malinin’s achievement is impressive enough, but the root of his 
success lies in an unwillingness to shrink away when confronted by the 
authority of printed analysis. Likewise, there may someday come a 
player who, upon seeing this game, remains unconvinced, and finds a 
way for White to turn the tables. It is that process of independent 
thinking which I hope to encourage in these pages, and if only one 







reader will gather up his courage and refute an assertion made here, 
then I can be satisfied. 

In this book you will find the published opinions of Grandmasters, 
Masters, and even amateurs. My job has been to select and present 
their ideas, and I have tried to keep from interjecting myself into their 
work - a difficult task. Occasionally I was unable to resist offering my 
"two cents" but, in keeping with their market value, they have been 
clearly marked as editorial coinage! Also, you will readily see that I 
have been at pains to cite the source of each piece of analysis given 
here. To do otherwise would be less than honest, but additionally I 
thought it good to offer the reader a chance to consult my primary 
documents for analysis and ideas not included in these pages. I hope 
that this feature might be useful to those wishing to undertake further 
research. 

Concerning the format, there are four categories of examples in this 
book: Busts, Improvements, Corrections, and Novelties. The first two 
should be self-explanatory, and the third covers errors of fact, typos, 
and the like. Concerning the category of "novelty", however, I would 
like to make a special point. We all know that novelties, as such, are 
rather cheap. That is, we could each produce novelties all day long, 
but whether they’d prove worthwhile is another matter. Each novelty in 
this volume has been carefully considered, and I believe them all to be 
important, entertaining, and capable of changing the evaluation of the 
line in question. 

Keep in mind that there are several ways to use the contents of this 
book, other than in satisfying one’s base desire to beat the other guy. 
Well, come to think of it, perhaps not. Yet those more 
peaceably-minded will find here an excellent game collection, or a 
catalogue of amusing traps, or simply a bedside companion of opening 
armor. Whatever your goal, I hope that Lasker’s admonition quoted 
above will become a fixed part of your approach to chess. 

Finally, I would like to point out the tremendous contribution that 
postal players are making to the advance of opening theory. I am 
gratified to see periodicals now available devoted to their labors - 



ignore these at your peril! A special word of thanks is due my 
publisher, Lou Hays. I know him to be a dedicated seeker after quality, 
who puts more effort into producing books than many do in writing 
them. 


Sid Pickard 
USCF Master 
August, 1993 
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C40 
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C41 
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C44 
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C44 

KING’S INDIAN DEFENSE 

E60-E99 

SCOTCH GAME 

C45 

FIANCHETTO VARIATION 

E62-E69 

THREE KNIGHT’S GAME 

C46 

FOUR PAWN’S ATTACK 

E76-E79 

FOUR KNIGHTS’ GAME 

C47-C49 

SAMISCH VARIATION 

E80-E89 

HUNGARIAN DEFENSE 

C50 

CLASSICAL VARIATION 

E90-E99 



To Janet, who has my son in her arms 
(I have them both in mine), 
and Jeremy, who has my wife in his eyes 
(l have them both in mine): 
this book is dedicated. 
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AOO note 1 

1.g4? d5 2.Bg2 c6 3.h3 e5 



4.e4 Ne7 5.d3 Ng6 6.ed Nh4 7.Kf1 Ng2 
8.Kg2 cd etc., and -+ ECO. 

CORRECTION 

1.g4? is ECO’s superficial evaluation. If 
Grob’s attack deserves a question mark, 
someone should explain the reason to IM 
Michael Basman and other strong 
masters. It is true that the first player has 
more classical options available, and yet 
we live in an age that has seen former 
World Champion Karpov, playing White, 
lose after 1 .e4 a6. A fairer assessment of 
the Grob, therefore, is probably 1.g4!?°°. 
The point is worth emphasizing here, 
since we will have many occasions to 
observe that the Encyclopedia of Chess 
Openings is far from Holy Writ. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram 4.d4! is much 
stronger, so that if 4...ed 5.Qd4 and Black 
doesn’t have 5...Nc6. Basman analyzes 
many continuations after 4.d4, but here is 
a sample line to illustrate the combative 
nature of this opening: 4.d4 e4 5.c4 Bd6 
6.Nc3 Ne7 7.Qb3 0-0 8.Bg5 f6 9.cd cd 


10.Nd5 Be6 11 .Ne7 Qe7 12.d5 fg 13.de, 
and Basman notes that White is a pawn 
up "in a complex position." 

SOURCE 

Michael Basman, The Killer Grob 
(Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1991), p.49. 

AOO line 10 

1 .b4 c6 2.Bb2 Qb6 3.a3 a5 4.c4 ab 5.c5 

(+=, BCO-2) Qc7 6.ab Ral (MCO-13, 
p.699, now gives the typo 7.Ral) 7.Ba1 



d6 8.e3 b5 9.Nf3 Bg4 10.Be2 Nd7 
11.0-0 e5 12.h3 Bh5 13.Nh2 Be2 
14.Qe2 Ngf6 = MCO-13. 

IMPROVEMENT 

MC0-13’s entire line from the diagram 
isn’t in ECO, BCO-2, or any of the four 
monographs on this opening currently 
available. Since these sources give a 
slight advantage to White here, it’s likely 
that MC0-13’s example doesn’t 
represent best play. Of course 13.Nh2 is 
weak, but more importantly White 
should play cd anywhere from move 
8-13. One of the main points of this 
opening, after all, is to exchange wing 
pawns for center pawns. 


VOLUME A 
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AOO note 13 


1.Nc3d5 2.e4 de 3.Ne4 Bf5 



4.Qf3 Qd5 5.Nd6 Qd6 6.Qf5 Nc6 7.Bb5 
Nf68.Nf3 e69.Qe5 a610.Qd6 cd = ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

4.Ng3, instead of 4.Qf3, is far superior 
for White, who in most cases will play a 
Caro-Kann with his pawn on d3 rather 
than d4. Schlenker-Holzhauer, Wurttem- 
berg 1982 continued from the diagram: 
4.Ng3 Bg6 5.Nf3 Nd7 (5...e6 6.h4 h6 
7.Ne5arid if 7...Bh78.Qf3) 6.Bc4 e6 7.d3 
Bd6 8.Ne4 Be7 9.Qe2 Ngf6 10.Neg5 Nd5 
11.Bd2 c6 12.h4 h6 13.Nh3 Qc7 
14.0-0-0, when van Geet judges White 
to have a significant edge. 

SOURCE 

D.van Geet, The Van Geet Opening 
(Alkmaar: Interchess BV, 1990), p.22. 

AOO note 14 

1.Nc3 d5 2.e4 de 3.Ne4 e5 4.Bc4!? 

(diagram) 

Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 



CORRECTION 

4.Bc4! ought to be the main line, since 
Black actually must take care not to lose on 
the spot. Anker Aasum has chronicled some 
typical tragedies awaiting the careless, e.g. 
4.Bc4 Nf6 5.Ng5, or 4.Bc4 Be7 5.Qh5, or 

4. Bc4 Bf5 5.Qf3 Bg6 6.Ng5 Nf6 7.Qb3. 
Black’s best may be 4...Nc6 5.Nf3 Be7 6.d3, 
when he still has to tread lightly: van Geet 
analyzes 6...Nf6 7.Neg5 0-0 8.Nf7 Rf7 
9.Ng5 Nd5 10.Nf7 Kf7 11.Qf3 +-. 

SOURCE 

Anker Aasum, 1.Nc3 Sleipner-Eroffnug 
(Dusseldorf: Edition Madler, 1988), p.16. 

A01 note 122 

1 .b3 e5 2.Bb2 Nc6 3.e3 d5 4.Bb5 Bd6 

5. C4 dc 6.Nf3 Cb 7.Qb3 Qe7 8.Bc6 be 
9.Qc3 Rb810.QC6 Bd711.Qc2 Nf612.d3 
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12.. .0-0= ECO. 

CORRECTION 

After 12...0-0 piay seems to favor 
Black, e.g. 13.Nbd2 Bb5 14.Rb1 Qe6 
15.a4 Ba6 16.e4 Nh5 17.g3 f5, 
Sully-Botterill, Wales 1973; or 13.0-0(7) 
Bb5 14.Rd1 Nd5 15.a3 Ba4 16.Qa4 Rb2 
- + (Warzecha). In the diagrammed 
position, however, Black can proceed 
even more sharply: 

BUST 

12.. .e4! 13.de Qe4 14.Qe4 (14.Qd2Qb7 
15.Bf6 Qbl! 16.Rb1 Rbl 17.Ke2 Bb5, or 

14. Qe2 Bb4 15.Bc3 Qbl 16.Rb1 Bc3 
17. Kdl Rbl 18. Kc2 Rb2 - Warzecha) Ne4 

15. Bd4 Bb4 16.Kf1 



From here there have been two postal 
miniatures: 

1) 16...0-0 17.a4 (17.g3! -Heemsoth) 
Be6 18.Ne5 c5 19.Bb2 f6 20.Nc6 Bc4 
21 .Kgl Bel, 0-1. Pajares-Rios, corr. 1989. 

2) 16...Bb5 17,Kgl f6 18.Ba7 Rb7 
19.Bd4 Bd3 20.Nh4 c5!, 0-1 was Dorow- 
Aigmuller, corr. 1980. 

SOURCES 

1) Hermann Heemsoth, "Modern 
Correspondence Miniatures," Fernschach 
International, January 1992, p.29. 


2) Helmut Warzecha, 1.b3 Larsen- 
Nimzowitsch Eroffnung (Mannheim: 
Reinhold Dreier, 1988), pp.62-64. 


A02 note 90 

1 .f4 e5 2.fe d6 3.ed Bd6 4.Nf3 g5 5.g3 
g4 6.Nh4 Ne7 7.d4 Ng6 



There seems to be some controversy 
about White’s next move. ECO gives 
8.Ng6 a "?", while BCO-2 awards it a"!". 

Let’s see what happens: 

8.Ng6 hg 9.Qd3 Nc6 10.c3 Qe7 11 .Bg2 
Bf5 12.e4 0-0-0 (BCO-2 has Black 
playing 12...0-0, an obvious typo, while 
ECO ends here with -+, though it’s hardly 
that certain) 13.Be3 (+= is BCO-2, and 
Schiller [How to Play the Fromm Gambit, 
Chess Enterprises, 1992] cites two postal 
games continuing 13...Rde8 14.Nd2,both 
of which are see-saw battles that might 
have gone either way). Now Schiller 
presents a complex piece of analysis 
beginning 13...Rh2 14.Rh2 Bg3 15.Kd2 
Bh2 16.ef Ne5, arriving at an equal 
position nearly 15 moves later (incidently, 
MCO-13 recommends 13.Bf4). Obviously 
a compromise is needed, since in 
practical play the whole variation is totally 
unclear! It is clear, however, that White is 
dancing on a volcano if he plays 13.0-0 
(?! MCO-13). For example, 13.0-0: 
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...Ne5(WeCO-2J14.Qd1 (14.Qe3 - Soltis) 
m 15.Bf3 gf 16.Qf3 Rh2 -+, MCO-13, is a 
typical smash. So 13.0-0 is dangerous, but 
those addicted to adrenalin will want to 
know if White can survive. After 13...Ne5 
14.Qc2 Rh2 15.Kh2 Nf3 (Pickard- 
Innocencio, Dallas 1991), NM’s Selby 
Anderson, Jim Gallagher, and The 
CHessMachine analyze 16.Bf3 gf (Minev 
suggests 16...Rh8 17.Kg2 Bg3 -ed) 

17. Kg1! Bg3 18.Rf3 Be4 19.Re3 f5 
20.Re4 fe 21 .Qg2 Qh4 22.Be3 Bh2 23.Kf1 
Rf8 24.Ke2 Bg3 25.Kd1! =, or 17...Rh8 

18. Nd2 Rh3 19.Rf3 Bg3 20.Rf5 (20.Nf1i 
-ed) Rhl! =. SM John Hall however, gives 
20...Qh4! 21 .Nfl Rhl 22.Kg2 Qh3 23.Kf3 
Rfl etc., or 21 .Rfl Bh2 22.Kh1 Bgl mates 
next move. On 21.Rf7 Rhl 22.Kg2 Qh3 
23.Kf3 Bh4 24.Kf4 Qg3#. 

CORRECTION 

In summary, whether 13.0-0 deserves 
a T or a "?" is still uncertain, but"?!" is 
fair due to the difficulty of defending in 
practice (postalites excepted!).The irony, 
however, is that White can profitably 
avoid the whole issue: 

IMPROVEMENT 

After 1 .f4 e5 2.fe d6 3.ed Bd6 4.Nf3 g5 5.g3 
g4 6.Nh4 Ne7 7.d4 Ng6 8.Ng6 hg 9.0d3 Nc6 
10.c3 Qe7 11.Bg2 Bf5, White can play 

12. Qe3! forcing an endgame. 12...Qe3 

13. Be3 0-0-0 14.Kf2 Rh5 15.Nd2 Rdh8 
16.Nf1 was De Ruiter- Dehmeit, corr. 1990. 


SOURCES 

1) Texas Knights, V ol.33, No.1 (Sep/Oct 
1991), p.16. 

2) CYB 2/8. 

A03 line 8 

1 ,f4 d5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.e3 e6 4.b3 c5 5.Bb2 
Be7 



6.Bb5 Bd7 7.a4 0-0 8.0-0 Nc6 9.Bc6 
Bc610.Ne5 Rc8 11 .d3 Nd7 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

6.Bd3! from the diagram is White’s best 
try for an advantage in this formation, 
unfortunately omitted by ECO, BCO-2, 
and MCO-13. 6.Bd3 initiates an attacking 
plan worked out in the 19th century, a 
typical continuation being 6...Nc6 7.0-0 
a6 8.Nc3 b5 9.a4 b4 10.Ne2 0-0 11.Ng3 
Ne8 (Chigorin-Sellman, London 1883 
went 11...Nd7 12.Nh5 g6 13.Ne5 Nce5 

14.fe f5 15.Nf4 +-) 12.Ne5 Bd7 13.Nh5 f5 
14.g4 g6 15.gf ef 16.Rf2 Nf6 17.Rg2 Ne5 
18.fe Nh5 19.Qh5 Qe8 20.Kh1 Qf7 
21 .Ragl Be8 22.Qh6 Qe6 23.h4 Kh8 
24.h5 Rg8 25.Rf1 Bf7 26.e4 Bf8 27.Qf4 fe 
28.Be4 de 29.Qf7 Qh3 30.Rh2 Qg4 31 .hg 
Qg6 32.e6 Bg7 33.Qg6,1 -0. 

SOURCE 

Pickard-Trammel, Dallas 1991. 
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A03 note 1 

1.f4 d5 2.b3 Nf6 3.Bb2? d4 4.Nf3 c5 

5. Ne5 Ng4 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

White should play 5.e3!, when Black has 
nothing better than to transpose 
(strangely enough) into a nearly identical 
line given by ECO in this same note: 1 .f4 
d5 2.e3 Nf6 3.b3 d4 4.Bc4!7 de 5M3 ed 

6. Nbd2 e6 7.Qe2 



with compensation. Actually, White may 
have more compensation in the first 
move-order, since Black’s pawn on c5 is 
not helpful. 

SOURCE 

Analysis. 

A03 note 75 

1.f4 d5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.e3 g6 4.Be2 Bg7 
5.0-0 0-0 6.d3 C5 7.0e1 Nc6 8.Nc3 d4 
(diagram) 9.Ne4 Nd5 =+ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

9.Nd1! is far superior to ECO’s 9.Ne4. 
Correspondence Master Keith Hayward 
specializes in Bird’s opening, and gives 
the following possibilities: 9...Re8 10.e4 
e5 11.fe Ne5 12.Ne5 Re5 13.Bf4 Re8 
14.Qh4 Qb6 15.a4 Bd7 16.a5 Qe6 17.Bf3 
Ng4, Hayward-Bender, corr. 1985-6; 



After 8...d4 


9.. .de 10.Ne3 Nd5 11.Nc4 b6 12.c3 Bb7; 

9.. .Qb6 10.e4 Bg4 11.Nf2 Bf3 12.Bf3 e5 
13.f5, Hayward-Marfia, corr. 1986, and 
White is doing well in each case. ECO’s 
unfavorable view of White’s formation is 
difficult to understand, since he’s playing 
a classical Dutch (covered in A97-A99) 
with an extra tempo. 

SOURCE 

Alex Dunne, "The Check is in the Mail," 
Chess Life, July 1989, p.48. 

A04 line 4 

I.NfS f5 2,e4 fe 3.Ng5 
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Nf6 4.d3 d5 5.de h6 6.Nf3 de 7.Qd8 
Kd8 8.Ne5 Be6 9.Nc3 Nbd710.Bf4 c6 += 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

If Black is not content with a slight 
endgame disadvantage, he can throw the 
game into chaos by omitting 3...Nf6 and 
playing 3...d5!? 4.d3 Qd65.de (Piket-Van 
Mill, Netherlands Ch. 1992 varied with 
5.Nc3!? h6 6.Nb5 Qc6! 7.de! [7.Qh5 g6 

8. Nc7Kd7-+; 7.Nc70c78.0h5 Kd79.Nf7 
Nf6 -+ Piket] hg 8.ed Qd7 9.Bg5 a6 
10.Nc3 e5! 11.Bd3 Be7 12.Qf3! Nf6! 
13.Bg6 Kd8 14.h3 Ne8 15.Be7 Qe7 
16.Be8 Ke8 17.0-0-0 Qg5 18.Kb1 Bf5 
19.g4 Bg6 20.d6 c6 21.h4~> -Informant 
54/1) h6 6.Qh5 g6 7.Qh4 c6 8.Bd3 Bg7 

9. Nf3 g5 10.Qh5 Kf8 11.0-0 Nd7 12.e5 
Ne5 13.Ne5 Be5 14.f4 Bf4 15.Bf4 gf 
16.Nc3 Nf617.Qh4 e5 18.Ne2 Bg4 19.Nf4 
ef 20.h3 Kf7 (20...Qe5 21 .hg Qg5 

22. Qh2°°; 20...Kg7 21 .hg Ne4 22.Be4 de 

23. Radi °° -Bareev) 21 .hg Qe5 22.Qh2 
Qe3 23.Kh1 Qg3 24.Rf4 Qh2 25.Kh2 Kg7 
26.Raf1 Rhf8 27.Kg3, and now 27...Nd7 
offers equal chances according to Bareev. 

SOURCE 

Informant 52/2. 


A09 note 40 

1.Nf3 d5 2x4 d4 3.b4 g6 4.Bb2 Bg7 
5.g3 b6 6.Bg2 Bb7 7.0-0 e5 8.d3 Ne7 
9.Nbd2 



0-0 10.Nb3 Nd7 11x5 a5 = ECO. 

CORRECTION 

ECO actually gives 10...Nd5, a clear 
typo, but 10...Nd7 was probably intended. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram Black can play 9...a5, 
and now 10.a3 c5 11.Qb3 Qc7 12.Re1 
0-0 transposes to a recent game which 
continued 13.e3 ab 14.ab Ral 15.Ra1 de 
16.fe cb 17.Qb4 Nf5 18.Re1 Na6 19.Qc3 
Nc5 20.Qc2 Rd8 21 .Bfl e4 -+ 22.de Ng3 
23.Bg7 Nf 1 24.Ba1 Nh2 25.Nh2 Qg3 
26.Kf1 (26.Kh1 Rd2 -ed) Qh2 27.Qc3 f6, 
0-1. Much better, don’t you think? 

SOURCE 

Gulko-Nikolic, Reykjavik 1991. 


A10 note 35 

1 .c4 f5 2.Nc3 e6 3.e4 fe 4.Ne4 Nf6 



5.Ng3 Nc6 6.Nf3 e5 7.Be2 Bc5 8.0-0 
d6 9.a3 a5 10.b3 0-0 11 .Bb2 Bg4 12.h3 
Bf3 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can play more sharply by 
following Serper’s analysis from the 
diagram with 5.Bd3! Be7 6.Nf3 Ne4!? 
(6...0-0?! 7.Nf6 Bf6 8.h4! Qe8 9.0c2 h6 
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10.Bh7 Kh8 11.Bg6 Qe7 12.64 65 13.Be3 
Qb4 14.B62! Qc4 15.Bc3, followe6 by 
g4-g5) 7.Be4 d5 8.Bb1!? Nc6 (8...0-0?! 
9.h4!, threatening 10.Bh7; 8 ... 6c 9.Qa4 
Nc6 10.Qc4 Q65 11.Qg4 g6 12.Be4 an6 
13.h4) 9.Qe2 Bf6 lO.cd Qd5 11.Be4~. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/5. 

All note 38 

1 ,c4 C6 2.Nf3 d5 3.g3 Nf6 4.Bg2 g6 
5.b3 Bg7 6.Bb2 0-0 7.0-0 Nbd7 8.d3 
Re8 9.Nbd2 e5 10.e3 e4 II.Nel Nc5 
12.cd cd 13.de de 14.Rc1 Bg4 



15.Qc2 Rc8°° ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram White has 15.Bf6! 
Bdl 16.Bd8, gaining the advantage after 
16...Be2 (16...Ra68 17.R61 Bc3 18.Rc1!) 
17.Rc5 Rad8 18.Ne4. 

SOURCE 

Osnos, The Reti Opening (Russian 
edition), p.172. 


A13 line 11 

1 .c4 e6 2.Nf3 d5 3.g3 Nf6 4.Bg2 dc 



5.Na3 Ba3 6.ba 0-0 7.Qc2 Nd5 8.Qc4 
b6 9.Bb2 Bb7 10.0-0 Nd7 = ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

A move not considered by ECO is 
5.Ne5!, which poses Black a set of new 
problems. Ilijc-A.Petrosian, Novi Sad 
1988 continued 5...Qd4 (for 5...c5 see 
Informant 41/8) 6.f4 Nbd7 7.Qa4 Rb8 
8.Nc3 a6 9.Qc4 Qd6 (9...Qc4? 10.Nc4 b5 
II.NaS) 10.d4 c5 11 .Be3! b5 12.Qd3 c4 
13.Qd2 Bb7 14.Bb7 Rb7 15.0-0 Nb6 
16.a3 Be71715! Nbd5 18.Bf4! Nf4 19.Rf4 
(19.Qf4i? ef 20.Ra61 g6 21.e4) 0-0 
20.QC2 Nd5 21 .Rf3 Qb6 22.e3 f6 23.Ng4 
Nc3 24.bc +-. Notes by Lobron. 

SOURCE 

Informant 46/12. 

A16 note 70 

1 ,c4 Nf6 2.Nc3 d5 3.cd Nd5 4.Nf3 g6 
5.Qa4 Bd7 6.Qh4 Nc3 7.dc Nc6 8.e4 
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h6 9.Be3 e5 10.Qd8 Rd8 11.0-0-0 f5?! 
12.Nh4 Kf7 13.BC4 Kg7 14.ef gf 15.f4 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

ECO notes that Black’s 11th is a weak 
move, but offers no alternative. After 

8. e4, however, Black equalized 
comfortably in Esteban-Krasenkov, 
Palma de Mallorca 1989 with 8...e5 

9. Qd8 Rd8 10.Bc4 f6 11.b4 a5 12.a3 
Ra8 13.Rb1 Bd6 14.Be3 Ke7 15.Nd2 ab 
16.ab Ra3 =. 

SOURCE 

Informant 48/10. 

A19 line 10 

1.c4 Nf6 2.Nc3 e6 3.e4 c5 4.e5 Ng8 
5.Nf3 Nc6 6.d4 cd 7.Nd4 Ne5 8.Ndb5 a6 
9.Nd6 Bd6 10.Qd6 f6 11.Be3 Ne7 
12.Bb6 Nf5 



13.Bd8 Nd6 14.BC7 Ke7 15.C5 Ne8 
16.Bb6 d5 = ECO... following strangely 
with 17.cd Nd6 18.Bc5 Nd7 (18...b6!?<~) 
19.Ba3 b6 20.0-0-0 Nc5 21.Na4 Na4 
22.Rd6 Kf7 23.b3 Nc3 24.Rb6 a5 25.Bc4 
Na2 26.Kb2 Nb4 27.Bb4 ab 28.Rd1 +- 
(note 53). In any case, BC0-2’s 18...Nf7 
improves and Kasparov considers White 
to have compensation, but no more, in this 
gambit. 


NOVELTY 

Psakhis-Greenfeid, Israel 1991 
demonstrates a recent handling of the 
position, which proceeded from the 
diagram with 13.Qc5 d6 14.Qa5 Qd7 
15.f4 Nc6 16.Qa3 Nce7 (16...e5 17.Bd3 
0-0 18.0-0 ef 19.Rf4 Nfe7 20.R61 Ng6 
21 .Rffl +=/+- Kasparov-Belyavsky, 
Linares 1991 -ed) 17.0-0-0 Qc6 18.Qb3 
Bd7 19.Rg1 d5 20.g4 Nd6 21 .cd Nd5 
22.Rd5 ed 23.Bg2 Ne4 24.Re1 Rc8 
25.Kb1 Be6 26.Ne4 de 27.Be4 Bb3 
28.BC6 Kf7 29.Be4 Bc4 30.b3 Bb5 31 .Bd5 
Kg6, 1/2-1/2. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/19. 

A21 note 1 

1.C4 e5 2.Nc3 Bb4 3.Nd5 Ba5 4.b4 c6 
5.ba cd 6.cd Nf6 



7.Qa4 Nd5 8.Nf3 Nc6 9.Ne5 Qf6 
10.Bb2 Ne5 11.Qe4 d6, with 

compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

Soltis (Beating the English [Dallas: 
Chess Digest, 1993], p.80) points out that 
instead of 8.Nf3 White can play 8.Qe4!, 
winning his pawn back while keeping the 
two Bishops and better pawn structure. 
Black needs to play 7...0-0. 
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IMPROVEMENT 

As Ribli notes in Winning with the 
English (Batsford, 1992), White now 
understands that his play should be 
directed toward the center rather than 
the Queenside. Therefore, Kristiansen- 
Rausis, Denmark 1989 continued from 
the diagram with 7.Qb3! 0-0 (7...Qa5 
8.Nf3 e4 [8...66 9.Ba3] 9.Nd4 Qd5 
10.Qd5Nd5 11.Ba3 +- Minev) 8.Nf3 Re8 
(perhaps the critical position for this 
variation, according to Minev. Some 
suggest 8...d6 9.Ba3 Ne4) 9.e3 Qa5 
10.d6! Ne47! 11.Bd3 Nd6 12.Ba3 e4 
13.Bd6 ed 14.Rc1 Nc6 15.Rc5 Qb4 
(15...Qd8 16.Rf5 Re6 17.Ng5 Rf6 
18.Nf7 -Minev) 16.Re5!! Re5 17.Bb4 
Rb5 18.a3, 1-0. 

NOVELTY 

In view of the above comments, a more 
recent game saw an interesting new try by 
Black: after 1 .c4 e5 2.Nc3 Bb4 3.Nd5 he 
played 3...a5l?, and the game continued 
4.a3 Bc5 5.e3 Nf6 6.d4 Nd5 7.cd ed 8.ed 
Be7 9.Bd3 d6 10.h3 Nd7 11.Ne2 Nb6 
12.Nc3 0-0 13.0-0 Bd7oo. 

SOURCES 

1) Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.13 (June 9, 
1990), p.20. Incidentally, for a good 
example of Black getting pummeled 
after 6...Qa5 7.e4!, check your 
database for Ivanov-Rhode, New York 
1990. 

2) Danielian-Maljutin, Jurmala 1991. 


A21 note 83 

1 ,c4 e5 2.NC3 d6 3.d4 ed 4.Qd4 Nc6 
5.Qd2 g6 6.b3 Bg7 7.Bb2 Nf6 8.g3 0-0 
9.Bg2 Re8 10.Nh3 



Bh3 11.Bh3 Ne4 12.Ne4 Bb2 13.Qb2 
Re4 14.0-0 Qe8 15.e3 a5 16.Bg2 += 
ECO. 

BUST 

Black came prepared in Gurevich- 
Adams, Murcia 1990, which continued 
from the diagram with 10...d5! 11.Nd5 
(11. cd Bh3 12.Bh3 Nd5 13.Nd5 Bb2 
14. Qb2 Qd5 15.0-0 Nd4) Bh3 
1 2.Bh3 (12.Nf6 Bf6 13.Qd8 Bb2\ 
14.Q61 Bg2 --h-h) Ne4 13.Qc1 Nd4! 
14.e3 c6 1 5.Nf4 g5 16.Nh5 Qa5 
17.Kf 1 Nd2 18.Kg2 Qe5 19.ed Qe4 
20.Kg1 Nf3 21.Kf1 Nd4! 22.Rg1 Qe2 
23.Kg2 Qf3 24.Kf1 Re2 25.Rg2 
(25.Bd4 Bd4 26.Qg5 Kh8) Rf2 
26.Kg1 Ne2 27.Kh1 Ncl 28.Rc1 Bb2, 
0-1 (notes based on annotations by 
Gurevich). 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.25-26 
(December 29, 1990), pp.34-35. 

A25 note 70 

1x4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.e4 d6 
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6.Nge2 h5 7.d3 h4 8.f3 Nd4 9.Nd4 ed 
10.Ne2 a5 11 .Bd2 c6 12.Rc1 Qf6 =+ 
ECO. 

BUST 1) 

Since White clearly doesn’t stand worse 
in the diagrammed position, we must 
conclude that his play can be improved. 
Indeed, Seirawan-Loek van Wely, Wijk 
aan Zee 1992 went 6.d3 h5 7.h4! (here 
Seirawan notes that it will be difficult for 
either player to advance his f-pawn) Bg4 
8.f3 Be6 9.Nge2 a6 10.0-0 Nh6 II.NdS 
0-0 12.Be3 f5 13.Qd2 Kh7 14.Rac1 Rf7 
15.b4 Qd7. Now Seirawan gives 16.a4! a5 
17.b5 Nd8 18.Kh2 b6 19.Ng1l with good 
play for White. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black can, however, get a good position 
after 6.d3 in the game cited above. 
Seirawan analyzes 6...Nd4 7.Nge2 Ne2! 
8.Qe2 Ne7, followed by ...c6, ...Be6, and 
...d5 or ...f5. 


BUST 2) 

ECO’s recomendation of 7.h3 += (after 
1.c4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.e4 d6 6.Nge2 h5) is dubious as well, 
given Seirawan’s continuation of 7...h4 
8.g4 Bh6!. Black will exchange his bad 
Bishop, "...leaving lots of holes in White’s 
position." 


SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.3 (February 17, 
1992), p.12. 

A27 note 60 

1.C4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.Nf3 f5 4.d4 e4 
5.Ng5 h6 6.Nh3 g5 7.13 ef 8.ef Bg7 9.d5 



Nd4 10.Be3 c5 11.Qd2 d6 12.f4 += 
ECO. 

BUST 

Seirawan-Browne, Lone Pine 1979 saw 
9...Qe7! 10.Kd2 Nd4 11 .Bd3 Kd8 12.Ng1 
b51 13.Nge2 (13.cb a6 14.ba Ba6 
15.Nge2 is Browne’s attempt at "damage 
control") be 14.Bc4 Qc5 15.Kd3? (15.b3 
-Browne) Rb8 16.Be3 Qc4 17.Kc4 Ba6 
18.Nb5 Nb5, 0-1. Small wonder that 
Browne suggests a more conservative 
approach with 9.Be3. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Virtually all recent games with this line 
feature White playing 7.Ng1, planning h4, 
e.g. 7...Bg7 8.e3 Nf6 9.h4, with complex 
play. 

SOURCE 

Chess Life, December 1992, p.39. 
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A28 note 63 

1 ,c4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.e3 Bb4 
5.Nd5 e4! 



6.Nb4 Nb47.Nd4 c5 8.Nb5 d5 9.cd 0-0 
10.a3 Nd3 ll.Bd3 ed 12.b3 Qd513.0-0 
Qg5 14.f3 Bd7 15.NC3 hS =+ ECO 

IMPROVEMENT 

In Salov-Gelfand, Linares 1992 White 
played the simple 6.Ng1, and after 
6...0-0 7.Qc2 Re8 8.Ne2 Bd6 9.a3 
b5!? (9...Ng4!? 10.h3 Nh2°° -RCR'), the 
editors of Russian Chess Review give 
10.Ng3!«>, or White can accept the gambit 
with lO.cb (10.Nf6 Qf6 11.cbNe5 12.Qe4 
Bb7! 13.Qc2 Ng4 with the initiative -NIC 
25, p. 158) Ne5 11.Nec3 Bb7 12.Nf6 Qf6, 
and Black has compensation for the 
pawn. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/24. 


A29 note 55 

1 .c4 e5 2.NC3 Nc6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.g3 d5 
5.cd Nd5 6.Bg2 Nb6 7.0-0 Be7 8.d3 
0-0 9.a3 Be6 io.b4 a5? 11.b5 Nd4 
12.Nd2! +- ECO. 



BUST 

Neto-Hansen, Novi Sad 1990 continued 
(the players having earlier inserted the 
moves Rbl and f6 - which doesn’t seem to 
influence the folbwing sequence) 12...Bd5l 
13.Nd5 Nd5 14.Bb2 a4! 15.Bd4 ed 16.Bd5 
Qd517.Qc1 Bc518.0c4 c6!, with advantage 
to Black according to Ribli. Another good 
continuation from the diagram is 12...c6! 
leading to at least equality, (see CYB 
6/19-20 for detailed notes). 

SOURCE 

Ribli and Kallai, Winning with the 
English, pp. 132-33. 

A30 line 15 

1 .C4 C5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.g3 b6 4.Bg2 Bb7 
5.0-0 e6 6.NC3 Be7 7.d4 cd 8.Qd4 d6 
9.b3 Nbd7 
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10.e4 a6 11 .Bb2 0-0 12.h3 Qb8 
13.Nd2 Bc6 14.a4 Re8 15.Kh2 Bf8 16.f4 
+= ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can go directly for the throat with 
10.Nb5!? as in Kortchnoi-Greenfeld, 
Beersheba 1990. That game went 

10.. .Nc5 II.Rdl Nfe4 (what else? 

11.. .d5?i failed in Kortchnoi-Hjartarson, 
St. John 1988) 12.Qg7! (Ribli considers 

12. b4 to be worthy of attention as well) Bf6 

13. Qh6 Bal 14.Ng5M 



Be5 (Kortchnoi analyzes 14...Bf6 
[14...Ng5 15.Bg5 f6 16.Qg7! fg 17.Nc7 
++-] 15.Ne4 Be4 [15...Ne4 16.Be4 Be4 
17.Nd6 Ke7 18.Ba3H ++-] 16.Nd6 Ke7 
17.Bg5 Bg5 18.Qg5 Kf8 19.Qf4 Bg6 
20.Ba8 Qa8 21.b4 Na6 22.Qf6 Rg8 
23.Nb5 Ke8 24.c5 ++-. See also GM 
Ftacnik’s extremely deep notes on the 
position after 14.Ng5!! in Inside Chess, 
Vol.3, No. 10 [May 28, 1990], pp. 18-19). At 
this point Kortchnoi played 15.b4?l and 
won a tough battle, but he gives the 
following forced win: 15.Ne4 Ne4 
(15...Be4 16.Bg5 f6 17.f4 fg 18.fe ++-) 
16.Be4 Be4 17.f4 Qf6 18.fe Qh6 19.Nd6 
Ke7 20.Bh6 Bg6 21 .Bg5 Kf8 22.Bf6 ++-. 


SOURCE 

Ribli and Kallai, Winning with the 
English, pp.65-67 

A30 note 83 

1 .c4 c5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.g3 b6 4.Bg2 Bb7 
5.0-0 e6 6.NC3 Be7 7.d4 cd 8.Qd4 d6 
9.e4 0-0 lO.Rdl a6 



transposing to lines 10-13, with 9.Rd1 
a6 -ECO. 

CORRECTION 

In the lines ECO refers to Black has 
correctly delayed castling, which allows 
him to sidestep an inferior ending. From 
the diagram, however, White has 11.b3! 
Nbd7 12.Ba3 Nc5 (If Black had not castled 
he could have equalized with 12...Qc8! 
-Ribli) 13.e5!de 14.Qd8 Rfd8 15.Ne5 Bg2 
16.Kg2 Bf8 17.Bc5 Bc5 18.Na4 Rdb8 
19.NC6 Rb7 20.Nc5 be 21 .Rd3 g5 22.Kf3 
Rb6 23.Ne5 +=, Ivanov-Gurevich, 
Philadelphia 1989; or 16...Rdc8 17.Na4 
Rab8 18.Bc5 be 19.Rd3 +=, Vaganian- 
Nogueiras, Rotterdam 1989. Ribli notes 
that White’s persistent edge is due to his 
Queenside majority and d-file control. 

SOURCE 

Ribli and Kallai, Winning with the 
English, (London: Batsford, 1992), p.72. 
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A31 note 73 


A34 line 9 


1.C4 C5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.d4 Cd 4.Nd4 e5 
5.Nb5 d5 6.Cd Bc5 7.N5C3 0-0 8.e3 e4 
9.Nd2 Bf5? 10.Be2 



Bb4 11.g4 Bg6 12.h4 h6 13.Qb3 Bc3 

14.bc Qd5 15.Ba3 Rc8 16.h5! +- ECO. 

BUST 

ECO queries 9...Bf5, but there’s nothing 
wrong with the move; it is Black’s attempt 
to win back his pawn with 10...Bb4 that’s 
faulty. Black has, after all, played a 
gambit, and he may as well stick to it. 
From the diagram Keller- Hebden, Lucern 
1983 went 10...Re8! 11.0-0 (11.Nc4 Bg6 

12. a3a5 13.Rb1 Bf8 14.b4ab 15.abNbd7 
16,Qd4^> was Van der Vliet-Alburt, 
Bergen 1982) a6 12.a3 Nbd7 13.b4 (or 

13. Nb3 Bd6 14.Nd4 Bg6 15.b4 and 
16.Bb2) Ba7 14.Nc4 Qe7 15.Bb2 Rac8 
16-Rcl Bb8 17.Qd4 Rc4! 18.Qc4 Bh2! 
19.Kh2 Ne5 20.Qd4 Nfg4 21.Bg4 Qh4 
22.Kg1 Ng4, and Black has a "dangerous 
attack". Notes based on annotations by 
Michalchishin. 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, pp.213-214. 


1 .c4 C5 2.NC3 Nf6 3.Nf3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
5.d4 cd 6.Qd4 Nc3 7.Qc3 Nc6 8.e4 Bg4 
9.Bb5 Rc8 



10.0-0 a6 11.Bc6 Rc6 12.Qe3 Bf3 

13. Qf3g6~ ECO. 

BUST 

In Gelfand-Beliavsky, Reggio Emilia 
1991 White continued very strongly with 
10.Bf4!. After 10...a6 II.Rdl Qb612.Ba4 
(Ftacnik observes that Black’s Queen 
blocks ...b5) f6 13.0-0 e6 (13...e5 

14. Be5! Bf3 [14...fe 15.Qe5 Be7 16.Qg7; 
or 15...Kf7 16.Bb3 Qb3 17.Qf4] 75.0/3 fe 
16. Qh5 Ke7 17.Qg5 Ke8 18.Qe5 Be 7 
19.Qg7 Rf8 20.Qh7 -Ftacnik) 14.h3 Bf3 

15. Qf3 Bc5, Black lost convincingly: 

16. Qg4 0-0 17.Bb3! Rcd8 18.Be6 Kh8 
19.Bd5 Nd4 20.Rd2 f5 21 .Qh5 Rde8 22.ef 
Bb4 23.Bf7! Bd2 24.Bg6 Ne2 25.Kh1 h6 
26.Bd2 Re7 27.Bh6, 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.3 (February 17, 
1992), p.18. 
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1 .c4 c5 2.Nc3 Nf6 3.g3 e6 4.Bg2 d5 
5.cd Nd5 



6.Nf3 Nc6 7.d4, transposing to D41 
-ECO. 

BUST 

Using this move order Black can only 
transpose to a lost position after 6.Nd5 ed 
7.Qb3 winning a pawn, e.g. 7...d4 8.Bb7, 
or 7...c4 Qb5 (Soltis). Strangely, ECO 
reaches the position after 7.Qb3 in note 
87, where 7...Be6 8.Qb7 etc., +- is given. 

SOURCE 

Andy Soltis, "Chess to Enjoy," Chess 
Life, May 1989, p.8. 


0-0 12.b3 f5!? 13.Bf3 f4 =+ ECO. 

CORRECTION 

GM Ribli gives 11.Be4!>, writing that 
Black’s best chance to keep White (!) to a 
slight advantage is 11...0-0 12.b3 Qd7! 
and 13...Nf5. He doesn’t address ECO’s 
12...f5!?, however, so who’s right? One 
certainty is that Black must be careful 
about his move order, e.g. 11...f5 12.Bc2 
0-0 13.Ne2! (a strong gambit; 13.b3 f4 is 
similar to ECO’s line) Nc4 14.Nd4 Rf6 
(14...Qb6 15.Ne6, planning Ng7, b3, and 
Bb2 +-) 15.Bb3 Rc8 16.Re1 Ng4 17.h3 
Nge5 18.Re2! Rc5 (betterwas 18...h6,but 
19.Rc2 Nb6 20.Ne6 Qd721.Be3 is difficult 
for Black) 19.Bg5 Qa5 20.Bf6 Bf6 21 .Rcl 
Kh8 22.BC4 Rc4 23.Ne6 Kg8 24.Re5l, 1 -0 
in view of 24...Rcl 25.Qc1 Be5 26.Qc8 
Kf7 27.Qf8#. Speelman-Xu Jun, Lucerne 
1989. Notes based on Ribli’s annotations. 
The unanswered question, though, is 
what Speelman had planned for 11 ...0-0; 
in lieu of an answer Black should play into 
this line with both eyes open. 

SOURCE 

Ribli and Kallai, Winning with the English 
(London: Batsford, 1992), pp.100-103. 


A35 note 48 


A37 note 122 


1.C4 c5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.Nf3 g6 4.e3 Bg7 
5.d4 cd 6.ed d6 7.Be2 Bg4 8.0-0 Nh6 
9.d5 Bf3 10.Bf3 Ne5 11.Be4?! 



1 ,g3 g6 2.Bg2 Bg7 3.C4 c5 4.Nc3 Nc6 
5.Nf3 e5 6.a3 a5 -ECO. 
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Now 7.0-0 Nge7 transposes directly to 
note 122, but GM Tony Miles lets fly with 
an amazing new idea: 

NOVELTY 

7.d4!7. ECO’s continuation leads to 
equality, but while the objective merits of 
Miles’ move are still undetermined, it 
certainly has shock value. Since this 
experiment hasn’t been repeated, the 
entire game is given here. Miles-Kudrin, 
U.S. Open, Los Angeles 1991 (notes 
based on those of IM Jack Peters), 
proceeded 7...cd 8.Nb5 d6 9.e3 Bg4 
10.h3 Bf3 11 .Bf3 Nge7 12.ed ed 13.Bf4 
Be5 (13...Nc8 14.Qe2 Kf8 was the only 
other way to keep the pawn, but Black 
might have considered returning it with 
13...0-0 14.Bd6Na7) 14.Bh6 Nf5 15.Qd2 
a4 (a mistake; 15...Qb6 was better) 
16.0-0 Na5 17.Rae1 Nc4 18.Qb4 Nh6 
19.Bb7 0-0 (19...Rb8 was a tougher 
defense) 20.Ba8 d5 21 .Bc6 Qc8 22.Bd5 
Qh3 23.Bg2 Qh5 24.Re4 Ne3 25.fe Bg3 
26.Rf3 Bh2 27.Kf2 Rb8 28.Rd4 Qg5 
(28...Qb5 29.Rd8) 29.Rc4 Nf5 30.Qc5 
Bg3 31 .Kgl Bel 32.Qe5 Rd8 33.Nd4 Bg3 
34.Rg3 Qg3 35.Qg3 Ng3 36.Ra4 h5 
37.Ra8,1-0. 

SOURCE 

Jack Peters, "Games from the U.S. 
Open," Chess Life, December 1991, p.46. 


A39 note 63 

1.C4 c5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.Nf3 Nf6 6.0-0 0-0 7.d4 cd 8.Nd4 Nd4 
9.Qd4 d6 1 0.Qd3 a6 11. h3 Rb8 
(diagram) 12.Be3 b5 13.cb Bf5 14.Qc4 
ab 15.Qb4 Qd7 =+ ECO. 

BUST 

After 11...Rb8(?) White has 12.c5! dc 
13.Qd8 Rd8 14.Bf4 Ra8 15.Na4 (or 
15.Rfd1) +=/+-. 



After 11...Rb8 


SOURCE 

Andrew Soltis, "New York Open 
Theoretical Survey," Inside Chess, Vol.3, 
No.11 (June 11, 1990), p.12. 


A39 note 65 

1.C4 c5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.Nf3 Nf6 6.0-0 0-0 7.d4 Cd 8.Nd4 Nd4 
9.Qd4 d6 10.Qd3 a6 11 .Be3 Bf5 12.Qd2 
Qd713.Bd4 



Rac8 14.Bf6 ef (14...Bf6 15.Nd5) 

15.Nd5 Rb8 16.Rfd1 Rfe8 17.Rac1 +- 
ECO. 
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BUST 

Cvitan-Popovic, Vrsac 1989 shows 
Black’s path to equality. From the diagram 
play went 13...Be6! 14.b3 Bh3! (now 
ECO’s plan of Bf6 and Nd5 drops the 
Rook on al) 15.Racl Bg2 16.Kg2 Qc6 
17.f3 Rfe8 1 S.Rfdl Rad8 19.e4 e6, with 
equality. 

SOURCE 

Ribli and Kallai, Winning with the English 
(London: Batsford, 1992), p.44. 

A40 note 10 


1.d4 Nc6 2.d5 Ne5 3.e4 e6 4.f4 Ng6 



Nh6! 8.e5 0-0 9.Ne4 Bb6 10.g3 Nf5 
11 .Qd3 d5!~. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/36 

Note: play very similar to these lines 
can occur after the moves 1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 
Nc6!?, reaching a position not 
considered by ECO. Fortunately, IM 
Orlov has produced an excellent 
monograph on the subject. Here is a 
sample line to whet your appetite: 1.d4 
Nf6 2.c4 Nc6 3.d5 Ne5 4.e4 e6 5.f4 Ng6 
6.Bd3 ed 7.e5 Ne4 8.cd Qh4 9.g3 Bb4! 
(better than 9...Ng3 10.Nf3 Qh3 II.Rgl 
Nh5! 12.Bf1 Qf5 13.Nc3 [13.Bd3 =] Bb4 
13.Qd4 Bc3 14.be h6 -Orlov) 10.Bd2! 
Ng3 11.Nf3 Nf4!! 12.Bf1! (12.Nh4Nd3#; 

12. Bb4 Nd3 13.Qd3 Qb4 -++) Ng2 

13. Bg2 Qe4 14.Kf2 Nhl IS.Bhl Qd5, 
and now Orlov observes that "...the 
position is very sharp and interesting." 
Indeed! 

SOURCE 

Georgi Orlov, The Black Knights Tango 
(Seattle: International Chess Enterprises, 
1992), p.3. 

A41 line 15 


5.C4 ed 6.Cd Bc5 7.NC3 Nh6 8.Qh5 0-0 

9. f5 Ne5 10.Be2 Qf6 11.Bd2 b5 12.Nh3 
Nc4 13.Bc4 be 14.g4 Re8 15.0-0-0 
Rb8°° ECO. 

NOVELTY 

For a different flavor of "unclear", and 
one that may force Black to be very 
accurate, the editors of Russian Chess 
Review give 5.de!? fe (5...de 6.Bd3 Bc5 
7.N13 Nf6 8.Qe2 0-0 9.g3 e5 10J5 Ne7 
11.Bg5 Ng4 12.Rf1 h6 13.Bd2 Nc6 14.h3 
Nf6 15.g4 +- was Klaric-Dlugy ; Palma de 
Mallorca 1989) 6.Nf3 Bc5! (Ruban- 
Matychenkov, Smolensk 1991 went 
6...Nf6 7.Bd3 Bc5 8.e5 Nd5 9.Bg6 hg 

10. Qd3 Ne7 11.Nc3 +-, 1-0/35) 7.Nc3 


1.d4 d6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.Nf3 Nd7 
5.g3 e5 6.Bg2 Nh6 
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7.0-0 0-0 8.e4 c6 9.h3 f5 10.de de 
11.ef gf- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Ivanchuk-Yusupov, m/5 Brussels 1991 
saw White go in for 7.c5 0-0 (7...ed[7...dc 
8.de Ng4 9.Bg5] 8.Bh6 Bh6 9.Qd4 0-0 
[9...Qf6 10.cd Qd4 11.Nd4] lO.cd Bg7 
11.Qd2) 8.cd cd 9.e4 ed 10.Nd4 Nc5 
11.0-0 Ng4 (11...f5 12.ef Nf5 13.Nf5 Bf5 
14.Be3 +-) 12.Rb1 h5 13.Nd5 Bd7 14.h4 
Ne6 15.Ne6 Be6 16.Bg5 f6 17.Bf4 Ne5 
18.RC1 Rf7 19.Qd2 Kh7 20.Rc3 Rc8 
21 .Rfcl Rc3 22.Rc3 Bg4 23.Be3 Qa5 
(23...Nf3 24.Bf3 Bf3 25.Bb6! ab 26.Rf3) 

24. b3 f5 (slightly better was 24...Nf3 

25. Bf3 Bf3 26.Bb6! ab 27.b4! Qb5 28.Rf3 
+-) 25.ef Rf5 26.Bd4 Nf3 27.Bf3 Bf3 
28.Bg7, 1-0. Notes based on comments 
by Ftacnik. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess , Vol.4, No.18 (September 
16, 1991), pp.7-8. 


A42 note 37 

1.d4 d6 2.C4 g6 3.NC3 Bg7 4.e4 Nc6 
5.Be3 e5 6.Nge2 Nh6 7.f3 f5 8.Qd2 fe 



IMPROVEMENT 

Grandmaster Seirawan points out 
that instead of ECO’s 10...Bh6, 

10.. .Qd7! 11 .Nf6 Bf6 12.Bf6 0-0 is 
better, when Black will plant a Knight 
on d4 -+. However, the second player 
will never get that far because of the 
following: 

BUST 

Seirawan had the misfortune to be on 
the Black side of the diagram against 
an opponent who didn’t know the 
"book" line. Darby-Seirawan, Seattle 
1978 went 9.d5! ef (9...Nd4 10.Nd4 ed 
11.Bd4 Bd4 12.Qd4 0-0 13.Ne4 ++-; 

9.. .Nb8 10.Ne4 Nf5 11.Bg5 Qd7 12.g4 
+- Seirawan) 10.Ng3 (wins also, but 
Seirawan analyzes 10. del fe 11.Bg5 
Bf6 12.Bf6 Qf6 13.Qh6 ef=Q 14.Rf1 
Bf5 15.cb Rb8 16.g4 Rb7 17.Rf5 ++-) 
Nd4, and Seirawan gives 11.Bh6 0-0 
(11 ...Bh6 12.Qh6 Nc2 13.Kd2 Nal 
14.Bd3) 12.Bg7 Kg7 13.0-0-0 Bg4 
14.Re1 ++-. Just for the record, after 

10.. .Nd4 Yaz won in seven moves(!) 
after 11 .Bg5 Qg5 12.Qg5 Ng4 13.Nge4 
Nc2 14.Kd1 Nce3 15.Ke1 Bh6 16.Qh4 
fg 17.Nf6 Nf6 0-1. Another example, 
perhaps, of the game result leading 
theory by the nose. In any case, 9.d5! 
looks to be a killer. 

SOURCE 

Yasser Seirawan, "Chess Dreams and 
Nightmares," Texas Knights, Vol.32, No.3 
(Jan/Feb 1991), p.23. 


A42 note 52 

1 ,d4 d6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 Nc6 
5.Be3 e5 6.d5 Nce7 7.g4 f5 8.gf gf 9.Qh5 
Ng6 lO.ef Qh411.Qh4 Nh4 12.Nb5 Kd8 
13.Na7 Bf5 14.Nb5 Be4 15.f3 


9.Ne4 Nf5 10.Bg5 Bh6 11.Bd8 Bd2 
12.Kd2 Kd8 13.de Ne5 = ECO. 
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Nf316.Nf3 Bf3 17.Rg1 Bf618.Be2 Be2 
19.Ke2 Ne7 20.Raf1 Bh4 21.Rg4 Ng6 
22.Rh4 Nh4 23.Bg5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Black should play 
15...Bf3!, as in Tsamryuk-Kakageldiev, 
USSR 1981, which proceeded with 
16.Nf3 Nf3 17.Kd1 (17.Kf2 e4 18.Nc3 
Bc3! 19.be Ne7-+ Soltis) Ne7 18.Bd3 Kd7 
19.Ke2 Nd4 20.Nd4 ed =. 

SOURCE 

Andrew Soltis, Black to Play and Win 
with 1...g6 (Dallas: Chess Digest, 1988), 
p.85. 


A44 note 49 

1.d4 c5 2.d5 e5 3.e4 d6 4.Nc3 Be7 
5.Nf3 Bg4 6.h3 Bf3 7.Qf3 Bg5 8.Bg5 
Qg5 9.Nb5 Qd8 10.Qg4 Kf8 11.Nd6 Nf6 
12.Qc8 Qc8 13.Nc8 Ne4 14.Bd3 
(diagram) Nf6 15.Nd6 b6 16.0-0-0 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 14...Nf6 Black should play 
14...Nd7!, and now 15.Be4 Rc8 16.d6 b6! 
17.0-0-0 g6 18.g4 Kg7 19.h4 Rhe8, with 
equal play. 



SOURCE 

Akhmilovskaya-Gheorghiu, New York 
1989. 

A45 line 10 

1.d4 Nf6 2.Bg5 Ne4 3.Bh4 g5 4.f3 gh 
5.fe c5 6.e3 Qb6 



7.Nf3 Qb2 8.Nbd2 Qc3 9.Bd3 Bh6 
10.0-0 Be3 II.Khl Bd2 12.Nd2 Nc6 
13.Rf7 h3 14.gh cd~ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White’s best from the diagram is 
probably 7.Nc3L Now one example is 
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7...Qb2 8.Nd5 Kd8 9.Rb1 Qa3 10.Qh5 
Qa2 II.Rdl Nc6 12.Nf3 Qa5 13.Kf2 cd 
14.ed e6 15.Qg5 Ne7 (l5...Be7 16.Ne7 
Qg5 17.Nc6 -Minev) 16.Ne5 ed 17.Nf7 
Ke8 18.Nh8 Qb6 19.Be2 de 20.Bh5 Kd8 
21.Rhe1, 1-0. So went Gorelov-Kuzmin, 
Moscow 1988. Evidently Black should 
decline the bait with 7...Nc6, 7...Bg7, or 

7...e6(!), though White gains active play in 
any case (see Jimmy Adams, 
Trompowsky Attack 2nd ed. [Nottingham: 
The Chess Player ; 1986], pp.45-48 for a 
detailed look at these possibilities -ed). 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.3, No. 11 (June 11, 
1990), p.28. 


A46 note 43 

1.d4 Nf6 2.Nf3 e6 3.Bg5 h6 4.Bf6 Qf6 
5.e4 d6 6.Nc3 Nd7 



7.Bd3 e5 8.0-0 c6 = ECO. 
IMPROVEMENT 

White can make his opponent play very 
carefully with 7.Qd2(l), because the 
natural sequence 7...C6 8.0-0-0 e5? 

9.de de? fails to 10.Nb5l! and Black can 
throw in the towel: 10...cb 11.Bb5 Qe6 

12.Ne5 Qe5 13.Bd7 Ke7 14.Bc8; 

10...Kd8 II.QaS b6 12.Qc3 cb (12...a6 


13. Nd6 Bd6 14.Qc6) 13.Bb5 Bd6 

14. Qc6; or 10...Rb8 11 .Na7 Nc5 12.Nc8 
Rc8 13.b4 +- (Mednis). Since after 

8...e5? 9.de Black has to allow 9...Ne5 

10. Nd4 +-, it would seem that best play 
from the diagram is 7.Qd2 c6 8.0-0-0 
Be7! 9.Kb1 e5 10.h4 Nb6 (10...Nf8? 

11. de de 12.Nb5! -Mednis) 11 .a4! Bg4 

12. a5 Bf3 13.gf ed! 14.Qd4 Qd4 

15. Rd4 Nd7, as in Hodgson-Carlier, 
Stavanger 1990. Mednis considers 
that "...Black is very close to full 
equality here." 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.17 (September 
3, 1990), p.4. 


A47 note 74 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.Nf3 b6 3.e3 Bb7 4.Bd3 e6 
5.0-0 c5 6.Nbd2 Be7 7.c3 Nc6 8.e4 cd 
9.cd Nb4 10.Bbl Ba6 II.Rel Nd3 
12.Bd3Bd313.d5- ECO. 

CORRECTION 

After 13.d5 play seems to favor 
White ( + =/ + -), judging from 
Landgraf-Loginow, corr. 1989-91, 
which continued 13...ed (13...Qc8 
14.d6 with a strong bind) 14.ed Nd5 
(14...0-0 15.Nb3 and 16.d6, or 

14.. .d6 15.Nd4!) 1 5. Nf 1 Nb4 (if 

15.. .Bf1 16.Qd5 Ba6 17.Re7 Ke7 
18.Bg5 f6 19.Pel Kf8 20.Ne5! looks 
good) 1 6.Bg5 f6 17.Qb3! a5 18.Ne5 
Bg6 (18...fe 19.Re5 Nc6 20.Be7) 

1 9. Ng6 hg 20.Bf4 Kf8 (20...Nc6 

2 1. Bd6i, or 20. ..d5 21. Radi) 
21.Radi a4 22.Qg3 Kf7 23.Bc7 Qc8 
2 4. R e7 ! Ke7 25.Qg6!, 1-0. If 

25.. .Qc7 the conclusion is 26.Qg7 
Ke6 27.Re1 Kd5 28.Qf6 Qb8 29.Rc1! 
(notes based on comments by 
Landgraf in Fernschach). 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, November 
1992, p.607. 
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A51 note 22 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.c4 e5 3.de Ne4 4.QC2 d5 
5.ed Bf5 6.f3!? 



Ng3 7.e4 

Given by ECO without comment or 
evaluation. 



After 7.a3 


stronger 7...Bf8! when, as Tseitlin notes, 
Black will regain his gambit pawn and 
keep the Bishop pair. There could follow 
8.Qc2 (8.Ne4 Qe7 9.Qd5 b6) g6 9.Qc3 
Bg710.g3 (10.Ne4 Ne5 11.Ne5Qe712J4 
d6 -+ was Vol-Glaskov, Moscow 1990) 
Qe7 11 .Bg2 Ne5 12.Qc2 =+, according to 
Tseitlin. 


BUST 

A strange note, as Black can play 
6...Qh4 in the diagram, winning quickly. 

SOURCE 

Tseitlin and Glaskov, The Budapest for 
the Tournament Player (New York: Henry 
Holt and Co., 1992), p.92. 


A51 note 32 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 e5 3.de Ne4 4.Nf3 Bb4 
5.Bd2 Nd2 6.Nbd2 Nc6 7.a3 (diagram) 
Bd2 8.Qd2+-ECO. 

BUST 

ECO considers this sequence a mere 
transposition to line 8, which continues 
8...Qe7 9.Qc3 0-0 lO.Rdl Re8 11.Rd5 
b6 12.e3 Bb7 +-. True enough, but in the 
diagrammed position Black has the much 


SOURCE 

Tseitlin and Glaskov, The Budapest for 
the Tournament Player (New York: Henry 
Holt and Co., 1992), pp.96-97. 

A52 note 37 

1 .d4 Nf 6 2x4 e5 3.de Ng4 4.e4 Ne5 5.f4 
Nec6 6.Be3 Bb4 7.NC3 Qe7 8.Bd3 Bc3 
9.be Na610.Ne2 Nc5 11 .Ng3 
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d6 12.0-0 Bd7 13.Bc5 dc 14.a4 +- SOURCE 
ECO. 


BUST 

It took over fifty years, but someone 
finally junked ECO’s 1926 citation! From 
the diagram Black can play 11...g6! 
12.0-0 b6! 13.Bd4 Rg8 with mutual 
chances in an unclear position. 

SOURCE 

Cvitan-Rogers, Vrsic 1987 (by 
transposition: the actual moves were 
11.0-0 b6 12.Ng3g6, etc.). 


A52 note 85 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 e5 3.de Ng4 4.Bf4 g5 
5.Bd2 Bg7 6.Qc1 h6 7.h4 gh 8.Bc3 
Qe7 9.e6 fe 10.Qf4 h5 11.Qc7 Nc6 
12.Nf3 +- ECO. 



Tseitlin and Glaskov, The Budapest for 
the Tournament Player, p.45. 


A52 note 112 


1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 e5 3.de Ng4 4.Bf4 Nc6 
5.Nf3 Bb4 6.Nc3 Qe7 7.Qd5 Bc3 8.bc 
Qa3 9.Rc1 Qa2 10.h3 Nh6 11.e4 



Ng8 12.C5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position Black can 
maintain the balance with 11 ...Qa3!, when 
Tseitlin and Glaskov analyze three 
attempts for White: 

1) 12.c5 b613.e6 fe 14.Qd2 Qc515.Bh6 
gh 16.Qh6 Bb7=+. 


BUST 

Black is the one who obtains the clear 
advantage after 12...Nb4! 13.Na3 (what 
else?) Bc3 14.be Na6 15.Qa5 b6 -+. Black 
can play ...Nc5-e4, or perhaps find a 
better way to enjoy his superior 
development and safer King. 


2) 12.e6 de 13.Qd2 Qa5 14.Bh6 gh 
15.Qh6 Qc5 =. 

3) 12.Qd2 Qc5 13.Bh6 gh 14.Qh6 Ne5 

15. Qf6 (15.Qg7 Nf3 16.gf Rf8 =+) Nf3 

16. Qf3 d6«\ 

SOURCE 

ibid., p.53. 
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A53 line 9 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 d6 3.Nc3 Bf5 4.f3 e5 


A57 note 25 



5.e4 ed 6.Qd4 Nc6 7.Qd2 Be6 8.b3 
Be7 9.Bb2 Nd710.Nd5 0-011 .Bd3 f 5 «= 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can try for more with 5.d5!? e4 
6.Qd4!. Now 6...ef? 7.gf Nbd7 8.Bd2 c5 
9.Qf2 Be7 10.0-0-0 0-0 11.e4 Bg6 is 
terrible for Black (Novikov-Piket, Lvov 
1988 1-0/19). Silman, therefore, 
suggests that Black must give up a pawn 
with either 6...c5 7.Qe3 (better than 
Schiller’s 7.dc Nc6) Qe7 8.g4 Bg6 9.g5, 
or better yet 6 ... h6! (Kotronias) 7.fe Bh7, 
although he considers both plans 
doubtful. In spite of the fact that Schiller 
seems to have overlooked Silman's 
excellent article cited below, his book, 
Janowski Indian Defence (Coroapolis: 
Chess Enterprises, 1990), does a good 
job covering this branch of the Old 
Indian. 

SOURCE 

Jeremy Silman, "Inside Track," Inside 
Chess, Vol.l, No.23 (November 26, 
1988), p.20. 


1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 c5 3.d5 b5 4.Nf3 be 
5.Nc3 d6 6.e4 g6 7.Bc4 Bg7 8x5 de 
9.Ne5 0-0 10.0-0 Nfd7 11.NC6 Nc6 
12.de Nb6 = 



Given by ECO, citing Informant 12/100. 

CORRECTION 

Balashov-Stein, Moscow 1971, to which 
ECO refers, is actually found in Informant 
13/110. Further, IM Vegh claims an 
advantage for White after 13.Qd8 Rd8 
14.Be2, which seems reasonable given 
that White will centralize his Rooks and 
strafe the queenside with his Bishops after 
Be3 and possibly Bf3. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.3 (February 17, 
1992), p.28. 


A57 note 57 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 c5 3.d5 b5 4.cb a6 5.Nc3 
ab 6.e4 b4 7.Nb5 d6 8.Bf4 g5 9.Bg5 Ne4 
10.Bf4 Bg7 11.Qe2 Nf6 12.Bd6 Nd5 
13.Rd1 0-0~ ECO. 


38 


E.C.O. BUSTED! 












CORRECTION 

Adifference of opinion. John Fedorowicz 
assigns 12.Bd6 a "?'\ and after the further 
14.Rd5 ed, he considers Black to have a 
clear advantage due to the relative safety 
of the two Kings. 

SOURCE 

John Fedorowicz, The Complete Benko 
Gambit {Los Angeles: Summit Publishing, 
1990), p.120. 

A58 line 8 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 c5 3.d5 b5 4xb a6 5.ba 
Ba6 6.Nc3 d6 7.Nf3 g6 8.g3 Bg7 



NOVELTY 

9.h4!? is an idea which, if combined with 
a little homework, can be used as an 
interesting anti-Benko weapon. Malinin- 
Savinov, Leningrad 1988 went 9.h4 
0-0 10.h5 Nbd7 11.hg hg 12.Bh3 Re8 

13. Qc2 Rb8 14.Be3 Nd5 (perhaps 

14.. .Nf8, planning 15...e6 is better 
-Minev) 15.Qg6l. Now Minev gives 

15.. .Nf8 (15...NC3 16.Bed! fe 17.Bh6; 

15.. .Ne3 16.Be6! fe 17.Ng5) 16.Qh5 Nf6 

17. Qh4 Ng6 18.Qg5 Rb2 as the best 
chance. In the game, however, Black 
played 15...fg? 16.Be6 Kf8 17.Nd5 Rb2 

18. Ng5 Nf6 19.Nf4 Qa5 20.Kf1 Be2 

21. Kg1 Reb8 22.Bf7 Rbl 23.Kh2 Ng4 

24. Kh3 Rhl 25.Rh1 Nf2 26.Bf2 Bg4 

27. Kg4 Rb4 28.Kf3 Qa3 29.Be3 Qa8 

30. Bd5 Qa5 31.Nfe6 Kg8 32.Nc7 e6 
33.Be6 Kf8 34.Nh7 Ke7 35.Bg5 Bf6 
36.Bf6#. 

Another example is Malinin-Andreev, 
Leningrad 1989: 9.h4 0-0 10.h5 Nh5 
11.Rh5 gh 12.Qc2 Nd7 13.Bg5 Nf6 

14. Bg2 Rb8 15.0-0-0 Qa5 16.Rh1 Nd5 
(better was 16...Rb2!7, hoping for 
17.Q/Kb2 Nd5) 17.Nd5 Rb2 18.Ne7 Kh8 

19. Qh7l! Kh7 20.Rh5 Bh6 21.Rh6 Kg7 

22. Nf5 Kg8 23.Bf6 Rc2 24.Kc2 Qa2 

25. Bb2 Qc4 26.BC3 f6 27.Ng5! Re8 (if 

27.. .Qe2 28.Kc1 Bc4 29.Rg6 Kh8, SM 
John Hall points out 30.Rf6i! Rf6 31.Bf6 
Kg8 32.Nh6 Kf8 33.Nh7Ke8 34.Bc6# -ed) 

28. Bd5! Qd5 29.Rh8 Kh8 30.Bf6 Kg8 

31. Nh6 Kf8 32.Nh7#. Notes based on 
comments by Minev. It should also be 
mentioned that both games were played 
at G/30 time control. ~ 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess , Vol.5, No.19 (September 
28,1992), p.38. 


Here ECO considers only 9.Bh3 and 
9.Bg2. 
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A59 note 36 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2-C4 c5 3.d5 b5 4.cb a6 5.ba 
Ba6 6.Nc3 d6 7.e4 Bfl 8.K11 g6 9.g3 Bg7 
10.Kg2 0-0 11.Nf3 Nbd7 12.Re1 Nb6?! 



13.e5!? +- ECO. 

CORRECTION 

ECO's note is termed "curious" by NM 
Selby Anderson, editor of Texas Knights, 
and indeed it is. Curious because, 
although the position has appeared 
countless times in tournament practice, 
nobody has played or analyzed 13.e5 to 
my knowledge. In fact, Fedorowicz 
states that 12...Nb6 prevents the 
e-pawn’s advance, and in the absence 
of contrary evidence his judgement 
ought to be preferred in this case (The 
Complete Benko Gambit , p.57). 

SOURCE 

Selby Anderson, "57th Southwest Open, 
part 1," Texas Knights, Vol.33, No.1 
(Sep/Oct 1991), p.8. w 

A60 line 3 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.g3 ed 5.cd 
b5 6.Bg2 d6 



7.e4 Bb7 8.Ne2 g6 9.0-0 Bg710.a4 b4 
11.Nd2 Ba6 12.Re1 Nbd7 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram Sosonko- Timman, 
Tilburg 1982 went 7.b4! cb (7...Na6 
8.be Nc5 9. Nf3 g6 10.0-0 Bg7 
11.Nd4l 0-0 12.Nc3 a6 13.Nc6! was 
Kasparov-Kortchnoi , m/11 London 
1983 1-0/32) 8.a3 ba 9.Na3 Qd7 
10.Qb3 Na6, and now White has to 
find something better than 11.Bh3?! 
which allowed a draw in 20. 
Nevertheless, quoting Gligoric, "This 
move (7.b4!) -Sosonko’s idea- is the 
only one offering a true initiative, as 
White is fighting for the d4-square." 

SOURCE 

Svetozar Gligoric, "Gligoric’s 
Game of the Month," Inside Chess, 
Vol.1, No.21 (October 25, 1988), 
pp.22-23. 


A65 note 56 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.Nc3 ed 5.cd 
d6 6.e4 g6 7.Bd3 Bg7 8.Nge2 0-0 9.0-0 
Na6 10.Ng3 Nc711.h3 Rb8 12.a4 
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b613.Be3 a614.Qd2 Re815.Bg5 b5 = 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

From the diagram Grigore-lstratescu, 
Bucuresti 1992 went 12...a6 (this is 
already a small improvement over ECO’s 
line: Black attempts to save a tempo by 
pushing b7-b5 in one move, not fearing 
13.a5 Bd7 14.Bf4 Bb5°° -Istratescu) 
13.Bf4l. Here is the novelty, after which 
the game continued 13...b5 14.ab ab 
15.Qd2 Re8l? (15...c4 16.Bb1! Na6 
17.Nce2 Nc5 18.Nd4 +=) 16.b4! cb 
17.Na2 Nfd5! (17...b3 18.Nb4 +-) 18.ed 
Nd5 19.Bg5 Qa5 20.Rae1. Now Black 
should have played 20...Be6i 21.Ne4 
(21.Be4 Nc3l °°) Ra8! (21...Nc3? 22.Nf6! 
Bf6 23.Bf6 ++-) 22.Nd6 (22.Nc1 Qb6^) 
Reb8 23.Nc1 Bc3 24.Qe2 Bel 25.Re1 
b3!°° (notes based on annotations by 
Stoica and Istratescu). 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/71. 

A67 note 13 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.Nc3 ed 5xd 
d6 6.e4 g6 7.f4 Bg7 8.Bb5 Nfd7 9.a4 0-0 
10.Nf3Na611.0-0 Nc7 



12.Bd3 - ECO. 

CORRECTION 

12.Re1! a6 13.Bf1 Re8 14.Be3 +=, 
according to Baumbach. Black has yet 
to make a dent in the 8.Bb5 system, and 
the line just referred to is merely a 
variation on ECO's note 14, e.g. 
11 ...Nb4 12.Re1 a6 13.Bf1 etc. +=. For 
a while Black delayed castling with 

9.. .Na6 10.Nf3 Nc7 11.0-0 a6, but ran 
into 12.Bd7 Bd7 13.f5! (Baumbach- 
Danner , 11th World Corr. Ch.) or 

10.. .Nb4 11.0-0 a6 12.Bd7 Bd7 13.f5! 
(Kasparov-Nunn, Lucerne 1982). Lately 
Black has even tried 9...Qh4 10.g3 Qe7, 
but with little success. 

SOURCE 

Fritz Baumbach, "Winning the 11th CC 
World Championship," Fernschach 
International , July/August 1992, pp.405-406. 


A68 note 41 

1 .d4 Nf6 2x4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.Nc3 ed 5xd 
d6 6.e4 g6 7.f4 Bg7 8.Nf3 0-0 9.Be2 
Bg4 10.0-0 Nbd7 11.h3 Bf3 12.Bf3 c4 
13.Be3 Qa5 14.Bd4!? Rfe8 
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15.g4, Given without comment or 
evaluation by ECO. 

CORRECT/ON 

We can now evaluate this line as 
unclear: Seirawan analyzes the further 
moves 15...Nc5 16.e5 Nfd7 17.e6, "...with 
a double-edged middlegame." 

NOVELTY 

Instead of 15.g4, Koualty-Nunn, Cannes 
1992 diverged from the diagram with 

15. b4l? Qb4 (forced. 15...cb 16.ab +-) 

16. Rb1 Qa5 17.Rb7 a6! 18.Na4 Ne4 
19.Bg7 Ndc5 20.Qd4!l (20.Nc5? Nc5 
21.Ba1 Nb722.Qd4 Qc5 -++) Nb7 21 .Bh6 
f6 22.Be4 Qa4 23.Qf6 Qd7. Here 
Seirawan gives 24.f5! Nc5 (24...Re4 25.fg 
Qe7 26.Qf7 Qf7 27.gf KhQ 28.f8=Q Rf8 
29.Rt8#) 25.fg Ne4 26.Qf7 Qf7 27.gf Kh8 
28.fe=Q Re8 29.Rf7!7 when White is 
better (based on Seirawan’s notes). 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.7 (April 13, 
1992), pp.7-8. 

A69 note 21 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.Nc3 ed 5.cd 
d6 6.e4 g6 7.f4 Bg7 8.Nf3 0-0 9.Be2 Re8 
10.e5 de ll.fe Ng4 12.Bg5 Qb6 13.0-0 
Ne5 14.Ne5 Be5 15.Bc4 Qb2 16.d6 Bf5 

17. Rf5 gf 18.Bf7 



Kf719.Qh5 +- ECO. 

CORRECTION 

White is winning: Vaisser analyzes the 
likely finish with 19...Kf8 20.Bh6 Bg7 

21. Rf1! ++-. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position, however, 
the surprising 18...Kf8! seems to hold, e.g. 
19.Be8 Qc3 20.Be7 Ke8 21 .Qh5 Kd7 

22. Qf5 Kc6 23.Qe4 Kd7 24.Qf5 with a 
perpetual, or24.Qb7 when Vaisser judges 
White to have compensation for his 
material investment. On the other hand 
Black needn’t enter this quagmire at all, 
but can improve earlier with 16...Rf8 
(instead of ECO’s 16...Bf5). In that case 
we have Vaisser-Bertolot, France 1992 
which sawthefurther 17.Bf7 Kg718.Bd5!l 
Qc3 19.Rf8 Kf8 20.Qf1 Bf5 21 .Rdl! Nd7 
22.g4 Kg7 23.gf. Now Vaisser gives 
23...h6! with counterplay. Both players 
certainly have to tread carefully here. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/96. 

A70 note 11 

1 .d4 Nf6 2x4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.Nc3 ed 5xd 
d6 6.e4 g6 7.Nf3 Bg7 8.Bd3 0-0 9.h3 b5 
10.Nb5 Ne4 
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11.0-0 Ba6 12.Be4 Bb5 13.Re1 Nd7 = 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

According to Nigel Davies White can 
keep an advantage with 11.Be4 Re8 
12.Ng5!. Knowing this, Chernin-Gdanski, 
Polanica Zdroj 1992 went 10...Re8, and 
after 11 .Nc3 Ne4 12.Ne4 f5 13.Bg5! Qd7! 
Black was equal, 1/2-1/2 in 20. 

SOURCE 

Nigel Davies, TN Pocketbook 1 .d4 
Vol.1 (London: Trends Publications, 
1993), p.9. 

A73 line 5 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.c4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.Nc3 ed 5xd 
d6 6.e4 g6 7.Nf3 Bg7 8.Be2 0-0 9.0-0 
Na6 10.Bf4 



Nc7 11.a4 b6 12.Nd2 Re8 13.Re1 Ba6 
14.Ba6 Na615.Nc4 Bf816.Qd2 += ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

The Benoni formation shown in the 
diagram is handled more sharply these 
days, Black preferring to strike back with 
an early ...f5. Hyltin-Gallagher, San 
Antonio 1991 (after 10...Nc7 11.a4) went 
11 ...Nh5! 12.Bg5 f6, when NM Anderson 
notes that 13.Bel f5 is called for. 
Therefore ECO’s note 22, which 
continues from the diagram with 10...Nh5 
11.Bg5f6?!12.Bc1 Bh813.Ne1 Ng714.f4 
Nc7 15.Nf3 +-, represents a horrible 
example of Black’s potential. 11 ...f6 is not 
dubious, but 12...Bh8 is; the situation 
demands 12...f5 (Anderson). In recent 
games after 10...Nc7, White has played 
11.Nd2 (avoiding ...Nh5, etc.) and Black 
goes 11...Nfe8 to get in ...f5 anyway. 
Consider the following game fragments, 
which illustrate these themes: 

Bronstein-Vera, Rome 1990 proceeded 
from the diagram with 10...Nc7 II.Rel 
Nh5 12.Bg5 f613.Be3 f5 14.e5 de 15.Bc5 
Re8 16.Bc4 Na6 17.Be7 Re7 18.d6 Re6 
19.Ne5 Kf8 20.d7 Re7 21.Qd5 Nf6 
22.Qd6 Bd7 23.Radi Rc8 24.Qa3 Nc5 
25.Qa7 Nfe4 26.Ne4 fe 27.Nd7 Rd7 
28.Rd7 Qd7-++, 0-1/40. 

Plachetka-Horvath, Stary Smokovec 
1991 went 10...Nc7 11 .Nd2 Nfe8 12.a4 f5 
13.ef Bf5 14.Bg3 Bd4 15.Nc4 Qf6 16.Qd2 
a6 17.Nb6 Rb8 18.Rae1 Na8 19.Nc4 
Nac7 20.Bf3 b5 21.Na5 b4 22.Nd1 Bd7, 
0-1/41 after a hard fight. 

SOURCE 

Selby Anderson, "Ground Hog Open," 
Texas Knights, Vol.32, No.4 (Mar/Apr 
1991), p.17. 

A80 line 3 

1 ,d4 f5 2.Nc3 d5 3.Bg5 C6 
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4.e3 g6 5.h4 h6 6.Bf4 Nd7 7.Nf3 Ngf6 
8.Ne5 Rg8 9.Bd3 Ne5 10.Be5 Ng4 += 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

White can play 4.e4!? when, according 
to the Russian Chess Review, Black’s 
best chance is to transpose into a line of 
the Staunton gambit (coveredin A83) with 
4...fe 5.f3 Nf6 6.fe de 7.Bc4 Nbd7 8.Nge2 
Nb6 9.Bb3 Bf5, etc. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/60. 


A80 line 8 

1.d4f5 2.Nf3 e6 3.e4!? 



NOVELTY 

The Sjodin gambit. ECO only looks at 
3.Bg5, 3.d5, and 3.e3, each leading to 
equality, as well as the boner 3.g4?. The 
text, however, is a good way to mix it up, 
and was introduced into Grandmaster 
praxis in the game Benjamin-Machulsky, 
New York 1990. Here’s what happened, 
with notes based on Grandmaster 
Benjamin’s comments: 3...fe 4.Ng5 Nf6 

5. f3 c5!7 (5...h6 6.Nh3, aiming atg6; 5...ef 

6. Qf3 followed by Bd3 and O-O; 5...e3 
6.Bd3, then c3 and Qc2;) 6.fe cd 7.Bd3 
Nc6 8.0-0 d6 (8...Bd6l?) 9.c3! (with 
compensation, so Black returns the pawn) 
h6 10.Nf3 Be7 11.cd 0-0 12.Nc3 e5 
13.Bc4 Kh7 14.Kh1 Bg4 15.Be3 +=, 
1 -0/46. 

SOURCE 

Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life, August 1990, 
p.14. Benjamin’s article provoked a flurry 
of reader response and analysis; see, for 
example, Chess Life, October 1990. 


A80 note 1 

1 .d4 f5 2.g4 fg 3.e4 



d6 4.NC3 Nf6 5.Bg5 c6 6.Qd2 Qa5 
7.0-0-0 Be6 8.d5 Bf7~ ECO. 
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IMPROVEMENT 

Black can hit back hard in the center with 
3...e5l, after which 4.de (4.Qg4 Nf6) Nc6 
5.Qg4 d6 6.Qg5 (6.Qh5 g6 7.Qe2 Ne5°°) 
Qg5 7.Bg5 Ne5 (7...Nd4!?) is equal. 
Analysis by Prudnikova. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/83. 

A80 note 8 


1.d4 f5 2.Nc3 d5 3.e4 de 



4.f3 e5 5.de Qdl 6.Kd1 Nd7 7.Nd5 Kd8 
8.fe fe 9.Bf4 Nc5 10.Ne2 Ne7 ll.Ndc3 
Ng6=+ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

4.Bf4! enhances White’s prospects 
considerably. Benjamin-Malaniuk, 
Moscow 1987 continued 4...Nf6 5.f3 e6 
6.fe fe 7.Bc4 Nc6 8.Nge2 Na5 9.Bb3 
(9.Bb5 Bd7 10.0-0 += Malaniuk; 9...c6 
10.Ba4 b5 11.Bb3 Nb3 12.ab°° Martin) 
Nb3 lO.ab Bd7 11.Ng3 Bc6 =, according 
to IM Andrew Martin. Ginsburg-Fishbein, 
New York 1990 diverged after 4.Bf4 Nf6 
with 5.Bc4 e6 6.Nge2 Bd6 7.0-0 0-0 8.f3 
ef 9.Rf3 Nc6 10.Qd2 Re8 II.BgS Be7 
12.Rd1 Kh8 13.Rh3 e5 14.Qe1 Ng4 
15.Qh4 h6 16.de Bg5 17.Rd8 Bd8 
18.Qh5, winning. 


SOURCE 

1) Andrew Martin, The Contemporary 
Anti-Dutch (London: Tournament Chess, 
1990), p.24-25. 

2) Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life , November 1990, 
p.46. 


A81 note 74 

1 .d4 f5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.0-0 0-0 6.Nc3 d6 7.Qd3 c6 8.e4 fe 
9.Ne4 Ne410.Qe4 Bf5°° ECO. 



CORRECTION 

Perhaps some day Black will find a way 
to make this line "unclear", but for now he 
may have to fall back on 7...d5 since White 
is certainly on top based on the evidence 
so far. Mowschowitsch-Leisos, corr. 1991 
went 11 .Qh4! e612.Bg5 Qc713.Rfe1 Nd7 
14.Be7 Bf6 15.Ng5! Bg5 16.Bg5 Rae8 
17.c4 e5 18.Bh6 Rf7 19.Re2 Be6 
(19...Bd3 20.Re3 Bc4 21.de) 20.b3 Rf5 
21 .g4! Rff8 (21...Rf7 22.d5) 22.Bf8 Rf8 
23.h3, 1-0 (notes from Fernschach, 
December 1991). In Kuzmin-Kots, USSR 
1970 White also played 11 .Qh4 and Black 
lost again after 11...Nd7 12.d5 Nf6 13.dc 
be 14.Nd4 Rc8 15.Nc6 Qd7 16.Nd4 Rc4 
(16...Bc2 -DeVault) 17.c3 e5 18.b3 Rc3 
19.Nf5 gf 20.Ba3, 1-0/41. If White is 
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allowed to detonate the center risk-free 
like this, he’ll keep racking up the points! 

SOURCE 

Roy DeVault, The Leningrad Dutch 
(Dallas: Chess Digest, 1992), pp.245-246. 


A83 note 38 

1.d4 f5 2.e4 fe 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 c6 
5.Bf6 ef 6.Ne4 Qb6 7.Qh5 g6 8.Nf6 




Nbd5 10.0-0+-ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Black has 9...Bf5!, 
and after 10.0-0 Qd711 .Ng3 Bg612.Qe2 
h6 V.lvanov analyzes 13.Bf6!? ef 14.Nce4 
0-0-0 15.Radi Kb8 16.c4!? f5 17.Nc5°°. 


SOURCE 

RCR 1/65. 


Kf7 9.Qf3oo ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

After8...Kd8! (Minev) it seems inevitable 
that Black will emerge a pawn up (a- and 
b-pawns, or b- and d-pawns) under 
relatively safe circumstances. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
inside Chess, Vol.3, No.22 (November 12, 
1990), p.27. 


A83 note 44 

1 ,d4 f5 2.e4 fe 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 c6 5.f3 
d5 6.fe de 7.Bc4 Nbd7 8.Nge2 Nb6 
9.Bb3 


A83 note 46 


1 ,d4 f5 2.e4 fe 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 c6 5.f3 
d5 6.fe de 7.Bc4 Bg4 8.Qd2 Nbd7 9.h3 
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Bh5 10.Nge2 Qa5 11.Be6 h6 12.Be3 
Bf7 13.Bf7 Kf7 14.0-0 e5 15.Rf5 += 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 9...Bh5 Black should play 

9...Nb6! as in Litus-Malaniuk, Katowice 
1991. That game continued 10.Bb3 Bh5 
11.Nge2 (11.g4 Bg6, and 12...Nbd5 =+ 
RCR) h6, and now Russian Chess 
Review gives 12.Bf6 ef 13.Ne4 =. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/65. 

A87 note 45 

1 ,d4 f5 2.C4 Nf6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.0-0 d6 7.Nc3 e6 8.b3 Nc6 



9.Bb2 e510.de dell.Qd8 Rd812.Rfd1 
Rdl 13.Rd1 e4 14.Ne1 Be6 = ECO. 

BUST 

White can cross Black’s plan of a central 
advance with 9.Ba3! as in Ionov- Zysk, 
Dortmund 1992, which continued 9...Ne4 
10.Qd3 Nc3 11.Qc3 Bd7 (11...Rf7!?, 
planning 12...e5, is Dautov’s try at 
salvaging Black's game) 12 . Radi Rf7 
13.Qd2 Qe7 14.d5 Nd8 15.Ng5 Bh616.h4 
e5 17.f4! +-. 


SOURCE 


Informant 54/88. 


A89 line 4 

1 ,d4 f5 2x4 Nf6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.0-0 d6 7.NC3 Nc6 8.d5 Ne5 
9.Ne5 de 10.e4 f4 11.b4 g5 12.Re1 a6 
13.Bb2 Qe8 14.Rc1 Ng4 15.f3 



Ne3 16.Re3 fe 17.g4! +- ECO. 
NOVELTY 

If you believe in this Exchange sacrifice 
(some do and some don't!), then 

15.. .Qh5!? is good for complications. 
Hanneson-Conroy, corr. 1990 continued 

16. fg Bg4 17.Qd2 f3 18.Rf1 fg 19.Rf8 Rf8 
20.Kg2 Bh6 21 .Kgl Bh3 22.Qe2 Qe2 
23.Ne2 g4 24.Re1 Bd2, 0-1 in view of 

25.. .Be3 and 26...Rf2. However, 16.h3 is 
a tougher customer, e.g. 16...Nf2 17.Kf2 
fg 18.Ke3! (DeVault cites Rodriguez-Villa, 
corr. 1986: 18.Kg3 Qh4 19.Kh2 Bh3! and 
White got badly mauled) when Black has 
nothing. Perhaps 16.h3 Ne3, or 16...Nf6 

17. g4 Qh4 and 18...h5 is worth a try. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White does better to get on with his 
central program by 14.c5, since 14...Bd7 
15.c6 be 16.de Bc6 17.Nd5 is ruinous for 
Black. Meanwhile, your author knows 
from bitter experience that if the second 
player can’t stir up trouble on the Kingside, 
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then White has the effective plan of Qb3, 
Ndl, Bc3, Nb2-d3, and Qb2. 

SOURCE 

Roy DeVault, The Leningrad Dutch 
(Dallas: Chess Digest, 1992), pp.116-118. 


A89 line 8 

1 .d4f5 2.c4 Nf6 3.g3g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 5.Nf3 
0-0 6.0-0 d6 7.Nc3 Nc6 8.d5 Na5 9.Nd2 
c510.Qc2 e511 .a3 b612.b4 Nb7 13.Bb2 



Qe7 14.Rae1 Nd8 15.e3 Nf7 16.f4 = 
ECO. 

BUST 

Black can go in for immediate activity on 
the kingside with 13...g5! 14.e3 Bd7 15.b5 
Qe8 16.Rae1 Qh5 17.Qd1 Qh6 18.Ne2 
Rae8 19.f3 (19.f4 gf 20.ef Ng4 21 M3 e4 
-++ Hardicsay) f4! -+, as in Kraidman- 
Mi.Tseitlin, Tel-Aviv 1992. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/92. 


A89 note 16 

1.d4 f5 2.C4 Nf6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.0-0 d6 7.Nc3 Nc6 8.d5 Ne5 
9.Ne5 de 10.Qb3 e6 II.Rdl ed 12.cd 
Ne8 = ECO 



BUST 

13.d6 Kh8 14.d7 Bd7 15.Qb7 e4 
(15...Rc8 is relatively best, but if nothing 
else White can play 16.Qa7 +-) 16.Rd7 
Qd7 17.Qa8 c6 18.Be3, 1-0/36 
(Pickard-Jacobi, 7th U.S. Corr. Ch. 
1983/84). 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 10...e6, exposing himself to 
White’s crossfire, Black should proceed 
as in Hardiscsay-Tseitlin, Budapest 1992, 
which went10...Kh811 .c5 (or11.Bg5l?h6 
12.Bf6 Bf6 13.e4 14 14.c5g5 IS.Rfdl a6 
16.Rd3, planning Radi and d6 
-Hardiscay) a6! 12.Rd1 Rb8 13.a4 
(preventing 13...b5) h6 14.Bd2 g5 15.Be1 
Qe8 16.d6 ed 17.cd Be6 18.Qb4 cd 
19.Qd6 Bb3 20.Rdc1 e4 21.Qb6 Qe6 
22.Qe6 Be6 23.a5, with complications. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/92. 


A89 note 18 

1.d4 (5 2.C4 Nf6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.0-0 d6 7.NC3 Nc6 8.d5 Ne5 
9.Ne5 de 10.e4 f4 11.gf ef 12.e5 Ng4 
13.e6 Ne5 
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14.Re1 Nc4 15.Re4 Nd6 16.Rf4 b6 =+ 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can maintain his pawn chain with 
14.b3!, as played by Grandmaster 
Bisguier in 1956(1). The idea is that 
14...NC4 15.be Bc3 16.Rb1 and 17.Rb3 
gives too much play, while Spiro notes that 
Black simply weakens himself on the light 
squares with 14...f3 15.Bh3 h6 16.Qc2 g5 
17.Bf5 Qe8 18.Kh1 Qh5 19.Rg1. Black’s 
best seems to be 14...b615.Bb2 ( I5.d6 f3 
-ed) Bb7, with ...c6 and ...Rc8«>. 

SOURCE 

Barry Spiro, Leningrad Dutch (Dallas: 
Chess Digest, 1983), pp.14-15. Note: 
White may not have to concern himself 
with these lines in view of Moreno- Perez, 
Cuba 1991, which continued where ECO 
leaves off with 17.h4! Bb7 18.h5 Rf4 
19.Bf4 Qf8 20.Bg3 Rc8 21.Rc1 +-. 


A91 note 12 

1 -d4 f5 2x4 Nf6 3.g3 e6 4.Bg2 Be7 
5.Nh3 d6 6.Nc3 0-0 7.0-0 Qe8 8.Nf4 g5 
9.Nd3 Qg6°° ECO. 



BUST 

Continuing further, White plays 10.f4! h6 
11 .d5 Na6 12.b4! +-, as in Karpov-Short, 
Linares 1992 (1-0/37). 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 8...g5(?!), Black can hold 
White to a slight advantage with 8...Bd8or 
8...C6, according to Russian Chess 
Review. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/75. 

A92 note 1 


1.d4 f5 2x4 Nf6 3.g3 e6 4.Bg2 Be7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.d5 Bb4 7.Bd2 Qe7 8.0-0 
Bd2 9.Qd2e510.d6U- ECO. 
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BUST 

White will have some compensation for 
his pawn, but no more. The stem game 
cited by ECO continued 10...cd? 11.Nc3 
Na6 12.Qg5! d5 13.Nh4 Kh8 14.Nf5 and 
indeed White has a clear advantage. 
However, Groszpeter-Karlsson, 
Copenhagen 1989 shows the right path: 
10...Qd6! 11 .Qd6 cd 12.Nc3 Nc6 13.Rad1 
Ne8 14.e4 f4 15.Nb5 Rf6 16.gf Rf4 
17.Nd6 Nd6 18.Rd6 Re4 19.Ng5 Rg4 
20.f4 ef 21 .Nh3 Ne5! 22.Nf4 Nc4 23.Nd5 
h6 24.Ne7 Kh7 25.Rd3 d5!, and now 
Karlsson suggests 26.Nd5 with equal 
chances (White played 26.b3?, and 
0 - 1 / 66 ). 

IMPROVEMENT 

If Black wishes to avoid these 
complications, Karlsson gives the 
sequence 8...e5l, 9...Bd2,10...d6. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.1 (January 22, 
1990), p.24. 


A98 note 15 

1.d4 f5 2x4 Nf6 3.g3 e6 4.Bg2 Be7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.0-0 d6 7.Nc3 Qe8 8.Qc2 
Qh59.e4 e510.de de ll.BgS Nc6 



12.Rfe1 (12.efh6 13.Bf6Bf614.Nd5Bf5 

15. Qb3 Rab8 16.Nc7 e4 -+) f4! =+ ECO, 
citing Taimanov. 

CORRECTION 

As pointed out by Minev, these lines 
originate not with Taimanov but Korchmar, 
since they are identical to the latter’s 
annotations of Antonov-Korchmar, USSR 
1948. Also, Korchmar indicates that 

16. Nc7 is a rank error, but that White 
should have entered the line beginning 
with 12.ef anyway, searching for 
improvements, since the actual game 
went 12.Rfe1 f4! 13.Bf6 (13.gf Bg4 
14.Qd3 Rad8 15.Qe3 Nd7 16.Be7 ef) Bf6 
14.Nd5 g5 15.gf (15.Nc7Bg4 16.Na8 Bf3 

17. Nc7 Nd4 18. Qc3 g4 19.Nd5 Bg5 20.gf 
Rf4) gf 16.Kh1 Bg4 17.Rg1 Kh8 18.Qc3 
Rf7 19.b4 Rg8 20.b5 Nd4! 21 .Nd4 (21.Nt6 
Rf6 22.Nd4 Rh6!) ed 22.Nf6 dc 23.Nh5 
Bh5 24.f3 Rfg7 25.Raf1 c2 26.Rc1 Bf3 
27.Rc2 Be4, 0-1. Notes based on 
Korchmar’s annotations. One must agree 
with Minev’s observation that "...12.Rfe1 
appears unacceptable, but 12.ef gives 
White scope for improvement." 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Rediscovering Opening 
Ideas," Inside Chess, Vol.1, No.17 
(August 24, 1988), pp.25,30. 
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BOO note 79 

1 ,e4 Nc6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.e5 Nd7 
5.Nd5? Ndb8! =+ ECO. 



BUST 

White can continue strongly here as in 
Gibney-Wrinn, corr. 1989, which went 
6.Bc4 Be6 (6...e6 7.Bg5 Qg5 8.Nc7o° 
-Gibney) 7.Nc7 Qc7 8.Be6 fe 9.c3 Nd7 
10.Nf3 g6 (or 10...0-0-0 11.Ng5. Gibney 
notes that for the Knight White has two 
pawns, more space, smoother 
development, and a lasting initiative) 
11 .h4 Bg712.Ng5 Nd8 13.h5 Qc6 (13...h6 
14.hghg 15.Rh8Bh8 16.Qh5 Bg717.Qh7 
Kf8 18.Bg5 with a strong attack -Gibney) 
14.Kf1 Nf7 15.Nf7 Kf7 16.h6 Be5 (if 
16...Bf8 Black will never get developed) 
17.de Ne5 18.Rh4 Rad8 19.Qe2 Nd3 
20.Be3 e5 21.Rd1 e4 22.Bd4 e5 23.Re4 
Nb2 24.Re5 Ndl 25.Re7 Kf8 26.Qe5 Ne3 
(26...Rg8 27.Re6) 27.fe, 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, April 1992, 
p.214. 


BOO note 79a 

In this same note ECO also gives the 
following line in preference to 5.Nd5: 1 .e4 

Nc6 2.d4 d5 3.NC3 Nf6 4.e5 Nd7 5.f4 



5...e6 +-. 

BUST 

Black does better to follow Bucker’s 
analysis, which goes 5...Nb6! 6.Be2 h5!? 
(6...g6) 7.Bh5 Nd4 8.Bf7 Kf7 9.Qd4 Bf5, 
with compensation for the pawn. One 
sample line is 10.Qdl d4 11 .g4 dc 12.Qd8 
Rd8 13.gf cb 14.Bb2 Nc4!? 15.Bc1 e6. 

SOURCE 

Hugh Myers, Nimzovich’s Defence to 
1.e4 (Yorkiyn: Caissa Editions, 1985), 
p.48. 


BOO note 79b 

1 .e4 Nc6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 e5 4.Bb5 
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Bb4 5.de d4 6.a3 Bc3 7.be Bd7 8.Bc6 
Bc6 9.Qg4 Ne710.Nf3 dc 11 .e6 +- ECO. 

True enough, but 4...Bb4 is pushing 
symmetry a bit far. The game cited by 
ECO is of historical interest, however, 
since Hugh Myers notes it as the first 
example of master play from the diagram. 
Nevertheless.... 

IMPROVEMENT 

After 4.Bb5 Black should continue with 
4...de!, a much better try. Now Reichmann- 
Pickard, 10th U.S. Corr. Ch. went 5.d5 a6 
6.Ba4 b5 7.Nb5 ab 8.Bb5 Nge7 9.dc Qdl 
lO.Kdl Nf5 11 .Ne2 Bc5 12.Ke1 Be6 
13.Bd2 Nd6 14.Nc3 0-0 15.b3 f516.a4 f4 
17.f3 e3 18.Bel Bb4 19.Bb2 Nb5 20.ab 
Ral 21.Ba1 Rd8, 0-1. The diagram 
contains many obscure possibilities, and 
those interested should consult Myers’ 
book, Nimzovich Defense to 1.e4, 2nd ed. 
(Yorklyn: Cassia Editions, 1993). 

B01 note 41 

1 .e4 d5 2.ed Nf6 3.d4 Nd5 4x4 Nb6 
5.Nf3 g6 6.Be2 Bg7 7.0-0 0-0 8.NC3 
Nc6 



9.Be3 Bg4 10.d5 Bf3 11.gf Na5 12.c5 
Nbc4 l3.Bf4 e6 14.de fe l5.Qd8 Rad8 
16.BC7 Rd2 -+ ECO 


BUST 

It was only a matter of time before 
someone refuted such a line, and it 
happened in the game J.Polgar- 
Stefansson, Iceland 1988. White 
continued from the diagram with 9.d5! 
Ne5 (9...Na5 10.c5Bc3 11.be [11.cbBg7 

12. Bf4! ab 13.b4 Bal 14.Qa1 Nb3 

15. Qb2] Nd5 12.Bh6 Re8 [12...Nc3 

13. Qe1 Ne2 14.Qe2 Re8 IS.Radl Bd7 

16. Qd2] 13.Qa4, and now 13...Nc3 
[13...c6? 14.Radi Qc7 15.Rd5] 14.Qa5 
Ne2 15.Kh1) 10.Ne5 Be5 11.Bh6 Bg7 
12.Bg7 Kg7 13.Qd4, when Black went 
wrong with 13...f6? but stood worse in any 
case, 1-0/34. Notes after Z.Polgar. 

SOURCE 

Zsuzsa Polgar, "Judit Polgar in Iceland," 
Inside Chess, Vol.1, No.16 (August 10, 
1988), p.22. 


B01 note 43 

1 ,e4 d5 2.ed Nf6 3.d4 Nd5 4x4 Nb6 
5.Nf3 g6 6.h3 Bg7 7.Nc3 0-0 8.Be3 Nc6 
9,Qd2 Re8 



lO.Be2 e5 11 ,d5 Na512.b3 e413.Nd4 
c6 14.de Nc6 15.Nc6 Qd2 16.Kd2 be 
17.Kc2 +- ECO. 
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BUST 

Instead of 11...Na5(?) Black can throw 
the White ranks into confusion with 
11 ...Nd4!, taking advantage of the latent 
pin on the e-file. 

IMPROVEMENT 

In view of 11...Nd4!, White should play 
10.O-O-O! from the diagram, when 
events will once again unfold as in ECO’s 
line. For example, Smirin-Rechlis, 
Tel-Aviv 1992 went 10.0-0-0! e5 11.d5 
Na5 12.b3 e4 13.Nd4 c5 14.dc, and now 
Rechlis analyzes 14...Nc6 15.Nc6 Qd2 

16. Kd2 be 17.Kc2 += (Informant 54/99). 
Interestingly, the Informant editors 
consider 10.0-0-0 to be an important 
novelty, but the move was played in the 
game Lutikov-Hodos, USSR 1959: 
10.0-0-0 e5 11 .d5 Na5 12.b3 e4 13.Ne1 
Nd7 14.b4 Qf6 15.Kc2 b5 16.Bd4 Ne5 

17. ba be 18.Ne4 Bf519.f3, and White was 
winning. 

SOURCE 

R.B. Edwards, The Scandinavian 
Defence : Book 1,2nd ed. (London: CCCP, 
1987), p.80 


B01 note 74 

1 ,e4 d5 2.ed Qd5 3.Nc3 Qa5 4.d4 e5 
5.de Bb4 6.Nf3 Bg4 7.Bd2 Nc6 8.a3 Nd4 



9.Be2 Bf3 lO.gf 0-0-0 11.0-0 Bc3 
12.be Ne613.f4 Nf414.Bg4 Ne615.Qe2 
= ECO. 

BUST 


From the diagram White has the 
surprising 9.Bb5! c6 (9...Nb5 10.ab Qb4 
11.Ra4 Qb2 [11...NC3 12.Rb4 Ndl 
13.Rg4] 12.Nb5 -Lutes) 10.0-0! Bf3 
11.ab Bdl 12.ba Bc2 13.Ba4 Ne7 14.Bc2 
Nc2 15.Ra4 Rd8 16.Ne4 Nf5 17.g4 Nfd4 
(17...Rd4 18.b3 Nh4 19.Bc3 Rd3 20.Rc1 
+-, MCO-13, p.346) 18.Nd6 Ke7 19.Bc3 
c5 20.Nb7 Rd5 21.Rc4 h5 22.Rc5 Rc5 
23.Nc5 hg 24.Kg2 Nf3 25.Rd1 Rh2 
26.Kg3 Ke8 27.Ne4 Rh6 28.Kg4 Nh4 
29.Rc1, 1-0. Ivanchuk-Angelov, Varna 
1987. 


B01 note 74a 

1.e4 d5 2.ed Qd5 3.Nc3 Qa5 4.d4 e5 
5.de Bb4 6.Bd2 Nc6 7.f4 f6! 



with compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

8.a3! leads to a clear advantage for 
White. W. John Lutes, citing F.Spanno, 
provides extensive analysis, the main line 
of which runs: 8...Bc3 9.Bc3 Qc5 10.Bd3 
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Nh6 11 .Qh5 Nf7 12.0-0-0 g6 13.Qe2 fe 
14.fe Be615.Nf3 0-0-0 +-. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black’s path to advantage after 7.f4 is 
7...Nge7!, attributed to Murrel Rhodes. A 
sample sequence is 8.a3 Bc3 9.Bc3 Qc5 
10.Qf3 Be6 11.0-0-0 Nd5 12.Ne2 0-0-0 
13.Bd2 Bf5! =+. 

SOURCE 

W.John Lutes, Scandinavian Defense: 
Anderssen Counter Attack (Coraopolis: 
Chess Enterprises, 1992), pp.61-66. 
Obviously, justice can’t be done to the 
work of Lutes in this space, but a chess 
player should own at least one of his 
books - any one! 

B01 note 92 

1 .e4 d5 2.ed Qd5 3.Nc3 Qa5 4.d4 Nf6 
5.Nf3 Nc6 6.Bb5 Nd5 7.Qd3 Nc3 d.bc 



Bd7 9.0-0 a6 10.Bc6 Bc6 11x4 e6 
12.d5 0-0-0 13.Ne5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black is too concerned about his pawn 
structure with 8...Bd7. Better is 8...a6! 
9.Bc6 be 10.Ne5 f6 11.Nc4 Qf5 12.Ba3?! 
(12.Qd2 e5 offers equal chances - see 
Informant 51/117) Rb8 13.Qg3 Qe4 
14.Kd2 Bf5 15.Racl g6-+. 


SOURCE 

Molchanov-Reprintsev, corr. 1990. 

B02 line 10 

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.Nc3 e6 



4.d4 d6 5.Ne4 Nc6 6.Nf3 de 7.de Be7 
8x3 Nb6 9.Qc2 Qd5 10.Bf4 Nd711 .Rdl 
Qa2, with compensation -ECO. 

NOVELTY 

In the diagrammed position White can 
try an interesting sacrifice with 4.f4!7, 
when there may continue 4...Nf4 5.d4 Ng6 
6.Nf3 d6 7.Bd3 Nc6 8.Ng5 Be7 (8...de 
9.0-0 f5 -Minev) 9.Qh5 Bg5 10.Bg5 
Nce711 .Rf 1 de 12.de Qd413.0-0-0 Qe5 
(13...Qc514.Bg6fg 15. Qf3 -Mine v) 14. Bg6 
Ng6 15.Rd8#. 

SOURCE 

Al-Hadhrani-Frick, Novi Sad 1990. 

B04 line 1 

1 .e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 Nb6 
5.a4 a5 6.Bb5 c6 7.Bd3 Bg4 8.h3 Bf3 
9.Qf3 de 10.de e611.0-0 N8d7 l2.Qg3 
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Nc5 13.Nc3 Nd3 14.Rd1 Nd7 15.Rd3 
Qc7 16.Bf4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black concentrated on the advanced 
e-pawn in Sabel-Honfi, 11th Corr. 01. 
(preliminaries), 1987-90, which proceeded 
from the diagram with 12...Qc7! 13.Re1 
g6 14.Nc3 Bg7 15.f4 (15.Bf4 0-0 
16.Ne4? Nd5 [16...Ne5? 17.Ng5 Nbd7 

18. Kh1 +-] 17.Nd6 Nf4 18.Qf4 Be5 -++) 
0-0 16.Be3 Nd5 17.Nd5 cd 18.Qf2 b6 

19. c3 Nc5 20.Bc2 f5 21 .b4 Ne4 22.Be4 fe 

23. Bb6 (23.Bd4 g5 and 24...Bh6) Qc3 

24. Bd4 Qc4 25.b5 Rf4!, and Black got the 
advantage (0-1/36). Notes based on 
comments by Honfi. 

SOURCE 

K.Honfi, "Correspondence Olympiad, 
1987-90," Fernschach International, 
January 1992, p.22. 


B04 line 6 

1 ,e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 de 
5.Ne5 g6 6.Bc4 c6 7.0-0 Bg7 8.Re1 0-0 
9.Bb3 Be610.C3 Nd711 .Nf3 Nc712.Be6 
Ne6 13.Qb3 Qb6 14.Qc4 c5 15.d5 Nc7 
16.Re7 Qd6 17.Re1 Qd5 18.Na3 += 
ECO. 



BUST 

Black is able to develop annoying 
queenside pressure with the following 
sequence from Howell-Kengis, London 
1991, which went 18...Nb6! 19.Qd5 Ncd5 

20.Bg5 (White has to get his pieces out 
somehow) h6 21.Bd2 (21.Be7 Rfc8 
22.Radi Rc6l 23.Bh4 f5 -+) Na4! =+ 
22.Rab1 Rfe8 23.Kf1 a6 24.Nc4. Now 
Kengis gives 24...Re1! 25.Ne1 b5 26.Ne3 
Rd8! -+. 

SOURCE 

Informant 53/114. 

B04 note 28 

1 ,e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 de 
5.Ne5 Nd7 6.Nf7 Kf7 7.Qh5 Ke6 8.c4 
N5f6 9.d5 Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 
12.NC3 a6 13.b4. 
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Here ECO considers only 13...cb and 

13.. .b6, both of which lead to quick and 
convincing crushes for White. 

IMPROVEMENT 

13...Q56! is a sharp challenge to White’s 
attack, but due to a dearth of examples the 
supporting ideas consist of only 
theoretical conjecture. No attempt will be 
made here to explore the possibilities in 
this position, since six or seven months of 
Cray computer time are simply not 
available. Instead, the reader should get 
a copy of GM Shamkovich’s in-depth 
article ( Chess Life , August 1991) in which 
he concludes that White has 
compensation for his material deficit! To 
whet your appetite, however, here’s a 
sample of GM Horvath’s analysis on the 
subject, minus notes and embellishments: 

13.. .Qb6 14.bc Qc5 15.Rd1 g5 16.Be5 
Ke5 17.Be2 Bh6 18.d6 Be6 19.Qe7 Rhf8 
20.0-0 Rf7 21 .Rfel Re7 22.de. 



A position I wouldn’t care to comment 
on, thank you. 

SOURCE 

Graham Burgess, The Complete 
Alekhine (New York: Henry Holt and Co., 
1992), pp.146-147. 


B04 note 82 

1 .e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 g6 
5.BC4 Nb6 6.Bb3 Bg7 7.Qe2 Nc6 8.0-0 
0-0 



9.C3 Bg4 10.Bf4 Qd7 11.Nbd2 Qf5 
12.Bg3 Bh613.e6 Bd214.ef Kg715.Qd2 

+ = ECO citing Klovan-Alburt, USSR 
1975. 

BUST 

It’s difficult to see White’s "slight 
advantage" here, and the annotators of 
ECO’s stem game (Informant 21/120) 
certainly don’t claim anything of the sort. 
Let’s follow along for a few more moves: 

15...Bf316.gfe6 (16...Na5!?-ed) 17.Rae1 
Nd8 18.Re4 Nd5 19.Rfe1 Nf7 20.Bh4 g5 
21 .Bc2 Kh8 22.Bg3 Qh323.Bd3 (23.Re6? 
Nf4 24.Bf4 gf 25.Qf4 Ne5! -++) Rae8 =+. 
Later errors by Black allowed a draw in 56 
moves (notes in Informant). 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can, however, call Black’s 
deployment into question by continuing 
from the diagram with 9.h3l, when the Bc8 
will find development difficult. Consider 
the following game: 9...a5 10.a4 de 11 .de 
Nd4 12.Nd4 Qd4 13.Re1 e6 14.Nd2 Nd5 
15.Nf3 Qc5 16.Qe4 Qb4 17.Bc4 Nb6 
18.b3 Nc419.be Re8 20.Rd1 Qc5 21 .Qh4 
b6 22.Be3 Qc6 23.Bh6 Bh8 24.Rd8 Bb7 
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25.Radi Bg7 26.R8d7 Rf8 27.Bg7 Kg7 
28.R1d4 



(Black has finally solved the problem of 
his light-squared Bishop, but White rules 
the board) Rae8 29.Qf6 Kg8 30.h4 h5 
31 .Kh2 Rc8 32.Kg3 Rce8 33.Kf4 Bc8 
34.Kg5!, 1-0. Black never got off the 
ground. 

SOURCE 

Short-Timman, m/4 Tilburg 1991. 


BUST 

Black’s position is quite satisfactory after 
15...Nd5 16.Bf2 Nf4 17.Nc3 (17.Kh1 and 
17.Nbd2 have also been tried and found 
wanting -ed). Now the game Pavlov- 
Pushkin, Rossija 1992 went 17...Na5! 
(17...Nh3 is also good) 18.Ne5! Nb3 
19.Qb3 b6 20.Bg3 g5 21 .Bf4 gf ("unclear" 
according to Pushkin) 22.Ne4 Qe7 
23.Rae1 Bb7 24.h4!? Rad8 (or24...Bd5!? 
25. Qh3 Qb4 26.Nf3 Bd4 27.Nd4 Qd4 
28.Kh 1 Qb2l? [28...h6l?] 29.Ng5~>) 
25.Ng5 Rd4 26.Nef3! Bd5! 27.Qc2 Bf6 
28.Nd4 Bd4 29.Kh1 f3 30.Rf3 Bf3 31.gf 
Rf4 32.QC8 Qf8! = 33.Qf8 Rf8 34.Re6 
Bb2 35.Re7 Bf6 36.Ra7 Bg5 37.hg Rf3 
38.Rb7 Ra3 39.Rb6, 1/2-1/2. Notes after 
Pushkin’s annotations. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/120. Note: Burgess’ The 
Complete Alekhine (pp.173-175) gives an 
excellent overview of Black’s resources in 
the diagrammed position. 


B05 note 18 


B04 note 83 

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 g6 
5.Bc4 Nb6 6.Bb3 Bg7 7.Ng5 e6 8.f4 de 
9.fe c510x3 cd 11.0-0 0-012xd Nc6 
13.Nf3 f6 14.ef Qf6 15.Be3 +- ECO. 



1 ,e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 Bg4 
5.Be2 g6 6.Ng5 Be2 7.Qe2 h6 8.Nf7 
Kf7 9.Qf3 Ke6 10.C4 Nb6 11.d5 Kd7 
12.Qg4 +- 



ECO, citing Klovan-Vojtkevic, USSR 
1962. 
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CORRECTION 

Minev observes that White has a forced 
win: picking up where ECO leaves off, the 
game continued with 12...Ke8 13.Qg6 
Kd7 l4.Qf5 Ke8 15.e6 Qc8 16.b3! N8d7 
17.Bb2 Ne5 (17...Nf6 18.Qg6Kd8 19.Bf6 
-Minev) 18.f4!, and 1 -0 in a few moves. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.17 (September 
3,1990), p.27. 

B06 note 82 

1.e4 g6 2.d4 Bg7 3.Nc3 d6 4.f4 c6 
5.Nf3 Bg4 6.Be3 Qb6 7.Qd2 Bf3 8.gf 
Nd7 9.Na4 Qc7 10.C4 , planning 11.Nc3 
+= ECO. 



White’s maneuver beginning with 9.Na4 
is a suggestion of GM Nunn’s, given 
without a game example. 

CORRECTION 

We have a game example now, and it 
makes White’s advantage look large 
indeed: 10...e6 11.Nc3 Ne7 12.Rg1 a6 
13.d5 cd 14.cd Nf6 15.de fe 16.Bh3 Kf7 
17.f5 gf 18.ef e5 19.Ne4 Ne4 20.fe Qc6 
21 .Qe2 h5 22.RC1 Qa4 23.f6 Bf6 24.Qf3 
Qb4 25.Bd2 Qb6 26.Rf1,1 -0. Gerundino- 
Fiske, corr. 1989-91. White’s space 
advantage is of huge proportions, and it’s 
hard to imagine how Black might unfold 


while containing his opponent’s Bishop 
pair. 

SOURCE 

CYB 6/75. 

B07 note 4 

1.e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Bd3 e5 4x3 Nc6 



5.Nf3 g6 6.Bg5 Bg7 7.0-0 0-0 8.Nbd2 
h6 = ECO. 

NOVELTY 

3...e5 is an interesting and little-known 
alternative to the main lines, and after 
ECO’s 5.Nf3, FM Ardaman suggests 
5...Bg4 or 5...d5. Instead of 5.Nf3, 
however, the game Lein-Ardaman, Dallas 
1992 took on an Old Indian look: 5.d5 Ne7 
(5...Nb8, 6...a5, 7...Na6 -Ardaman) 6.c4 
Ng6 7.g3 Be7 8.Nc3 c6 9.h4 h5 10.Kfl Nf8 
11 .Kg2 g6 12.Qe2 a5 13.Nh3 Qc7 14.Bd2 
N6d7 15.Na4! Nb6 16.Nb6 Qb6 17.Be3 
Qc7 18.Racl Nd7 19.Ng5 Nc5 20.Bc2 f6 
21 .Nh3 Bd7 22.f4 Rc8 23.Nf2 cd, and now 
Ardaman gives 24.cd Kf7 25.g4 with a 
sharp, double-edged position (0-1/48). 

SOURCE 

Miles Ardaman, "Southwest Class 
Championship," Texas Knights , Vol.33, 
No.5 (May/Jun 1992), p.4. 
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B08 line 10 

1 ,e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.h3 0-0 6.Be3 c6 7.a4 Nbd7 8.a5 Qc7 
9.Be2 e5 10.de Ne5 11.0-0 Rd812.Qc1 



Nf3 13.Bf3 Be6 14.Bg5 += ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

Black can equalize cleanly with 12...d5l, as 
in Richter-Serner, corr. ICCF Cup 8/9. In fact, 
it's hard to see where White went wrong after 

12.. .d5! 13.Ne5 Qe5 14.Bf4 Qe7 t5.ed 
(15.e5 Nd7 16.Bg5 f6 17.ef Bf6 18.Bf6 
[18.Be3 Nf8l] Nf6) Nd5 16.Nd5 Rd5 17.Re1 
Qd8 18.Bc4! Rd4 19.Bg5 Bf6 20.Bf6 Qf6 
21 .Re8 Kg7 22.Bb3 Bh3! 23.Ra8 Rg4 
24.Qe3 Bg2 25.Qc3 Bf3 26.Kh2? (26.K11 
Qc3 27.bc Rh4 28.Ke1 Rhl 29.Kd2 Ral 
30.Ra7 c5!) Rd4,0-1 (notes by Semer). 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, April 1992, 

pp.211-212. 

B08 note 69 

1 ,e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Be2 0-0 6.0-0 c5 7.dc dc 8.Be3 b6 
9.Qd8 Rd8 lO.Rfdl (diagram) Bd7 
11.Ne5 Ne8 12.Nd7 Nd713.f4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black can equalize easily with the simple 

10.. .NC6I, when we have two examples: 



1) Andersson-Torre, Leningrad 1987 
went 11 .Rd8 Nd8 12.Rd1 Bb7 13.Nd2 
Nc6 14.Nc4 Rd8 15.Rd8 Nd8 16.f3 Nd7 
17.Nb5 Nc6 =, and 1/2-1/2 in 26. 

2) Horvath-Speelman, Rotterdam 1988 
went 11 .Rd8 Nd8 with 12.Nd2 Nc6 13.h3 
Ne8 14.Nd5 Bb7 15.c3 e6 16.Nf4 Rd8 
17.Rd1 Na5 18.f3 Nc7 19.Kf2 h6 20.Nb3 
Rdl 21 .Bdl Nc4 =+,0-1 in 65 (evaluations 
by Belov). 

SOURCE NIC 27, p.52. 


B08 note 93 


1 .e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Be2 0-0 6.0-0 C6 7.Re1 Qc7 8.Bf4 
Nbd7 9.e5 Nh5 
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10.ed ed 11.Be3 Nb6 12.h3 Re8 

13. Qd2 Nf6 = ECO. 

BUST 

Russian Chess Review points out that 
10.Bg5! de 11 .Be7 Re8 12.d5! Nf413.d6 +- 
has been played (e.g. informant38/154 and 
46/162), and suggests 10...f6 11.ef ef 
12.Be3 +=. White’s edge would increase, 
however, if now 12...f5 13.d5! f4 (13...C5 

14. Ng5!) 14.Bd4 c515.Bg7 Ng716.Qd2 + -. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/87. 


B09 line 4 

1.e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.f4 Bg7 
5.Nf3 c5 6.dc Qa5 7.Bd3 Qc5 8.Qe2 0-0 
9.Be3 Qc7 10.0-0 Bg4 



11.Nb5 Qa5 12.b4 Qd8 13.c4 Nc6 

14. Rab1 a5°° ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram White has II.Qel! 
Bf3 12.Rf3 a6 13.Qh4 Nbd7 14.g4 e6 

15. Rafl with a clear advantage. Black’s 
play can no doubt be improved upon, but 
White’s unpinning maneuver and kingside 
plan is quite strong. 

SOURCE 


van der Wiel-Wilder, Lone Pine 1979. 
Interesting that ECO missed this game! 


B09 note 45 

1 ,e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.f4 Bg7 
5.Nf3 C5 6.Bb5 Bd7 7.e5 Ng4 8.e6 Bb5 
9.ef Kd7 10.Ng5? h5 



II.NbS Qa5 12.Nc3 cd 13.Qe2 dc -++ 
ECO. 

BUST 

10.Ng5 isn’t as bad as ECO indicates, 
especially if White inserts 11 .h3l from the 
diagram. Then Lehmann-Stempka, corr. 
1986 continued 11...Nh6 (11...Nf6 
12.Nb5; 11..M2 12.Kf2 Bd4 13.Be3 Be3 
14.Ke3 +-) 12.Qf3 Nc6 13.Qe4 Bc4 
(13...Nd4? 14.Nb5 Nb5 15.Ne6) 14.d5 
Nd4 15.b3 Ba6 (15...Nc2 16.Qc2 Bd5 
17.Bb2 Qa5 18.0-0-0 Bf7 19.Nf7 Nf7 
20.Na4°°) 16.Bb2 Bf6 17.Ne6 Ne6 18.de 
Kc8 19.0-0-0. Notes based on 
comments by Nunn, who considers White 
to have "fair play for the piece" here. His 
summary of 10.Ng5 is that the move is 
suitable for risk-takers. 

SOURCE 

John Nunn, The Complete Pirc (New 
York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1989), 
p.49. 
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B09 note 50 

1.e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.f4 Bg7 
5.Nf3 c5 6.Bb5 Bd7 7.e5 Ng4 8.h3 Bb5 
9.Nb5 de 10.hg Qa511.Bd2 Qb512.de 



Nc6 13.BC3 Qc4 14.g3 Rd8 15.Qe2 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

GM Nunn suggests 12...Qb2, saying 
that White may have compensation but 
cannot claim an advantage. In this case, 
=/°° would be the correct evaluation. 

SOURCE 

John Nunn, The Complete Pirc (New 
York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1989), 
p.55. 


B09 note 51 

1 .e4 d6 2,d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.f4 Bg7 
5.Nf3 c5 6.Bb5 Bd7 7.e5 Ng4 8.h3 cd 
9.Qd4 Bb5 10.Nb5 Nc6 11.Qe4 
(diagram) Qa5 12.Nc3 Nh6 13.g4 0-0-0 
14.0-0 de 15.fe Rhe816.Re1 +- ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Black should play 
11 ...Qb6! 12.Qe2 (12.Nd6ed 13.hg[13.ed 
Kf8 and 14...Re8] 0-0-0 -+; 12.hg Qb5 
13.ed 0-0-0 14.Ng5 ed 15.Nf7 Rd7 -+) 



After 11.Qe4 


Nh613.Be3 (13.ed0-0)Qa5 14.Bd2 Qb6 
15.0-0-0 (15.Be3 Qa5 =; 15.g4 de 16.fe 
a6 17.Nc3 Qb2 18.Rb1 Qc2 19.Kf2 Rd8 
20.Rhc1 Qd3 21.Qd3 Rd3 22.Rb7 0-0 
was Grodsenski-Kudinov, corr. 1975) Nf5 
16.Rhe1 de 17.fe 0-0 =. Notes based on 
comments by Smith and Hall. 

SOURCE 

Smith and Hall, Winning with the Pirc 
Defense (Dallas: Chess Digest, 1993), 
pp.93-94. 

B09 note 65 

1.e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.f4 Bg7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Be2 c5 7.dc Qa5 8.0-0 Qc5 
9.Kh1 Nc6 lO.Qel Bg4 11.Bd3 Rfc8 
12.Be3 



Qh5 13.Ne2 +- ECO. 
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BUST 

12...Qh5(?) is the culprit; instead, Black 
should play 12...Qa5 when 13.Nd2 Bd7 
14.Nc4 Qd8 15.Qh4 Nb4 16.Na3 Qa5 
17.Bd2 Nd3 18.cd b5 is already unclear 
(White actually lost a complex fight after 
19.e5b4). 

SOURCE 

Chandler-lvanchuk, Reykjavik 1991. 


B09 note 163 

1.e4 d6 2.d4 Nf6 3.Nc3 g6 4.f4 Bg7 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Bd3 Na6 7.0-0 C5 8.d5 Bg4 
9.h3 Bf3 10.Rf3 Nc7 11 ,a4 



a6 12.a5 Nd7 13.Ne2, and 14.c4 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

Black needs to strike quickly in the 
center with 11...e6! as in J.Polgar- 
Zaitshik, San Sebastian 1991, which 
continued 12.de fe 13.Be3 Qe7 14.Bf2 d5 
15.Qe1 Rf7 16.Bh4 Qf8 17.f5 (17.e5Nh5 
18.Qf2 Bh6 -+) Ne4 18.Ne4 de 19.Qe4 gf 
20.Qb7 Rb8 21 .Qa7 Nd5 (21...Bb2! -+) 
22.Qa5 Bb2 23.Qe1! (not 21.Raf1 Bc3 
24.Qa6 Rb6 25.Qc4 Rb4 Bal 
24.Qa1. Now, instead of 24...C4?! as 


actually played, 24...Rb4l? 25.Bel Rf4 
26.Rf4 Nf4 27.Bf1 is slightly better for 
Black. Notes based on comments in 
Russian Chess Review. 

SOURCE 
RCR 1/91. 

BIO (1st Edition) 

1.e4 c6 2.d3 d5 3.Nd2 de 4.de e5 
5.Ngf3 Bc5 6.Ne5 Bf2 7.Kf2 Qd4 8.Ke1 
Qe5 -+ 



Although silently dropped from the 2nd 
edition of Volume B, the above line is still 
given as a blunder for White in some 
opening manuals (e.g. Smith & Hall, 
King's Indian Attack, 2nd ed. [Dallas: 
Chess Digest, 1991], p.73). Analysis by 
GM Keene, however, has reversed this 
judgment so that5...Bc5, not6.Ne5, is the 
real blunder: 

BUST 

9.NC4I (or even 9.Nf3 Qe4 10.Kf2 Nf6 
11.Bd3°°) Qe4 10.Be2 (10.Kf2l?) Qe6 
(10...Qg2 11.Nd6 KfS 12.RH Be6 13.Nf7 
Bf714.Qd8#)M .Nd6 Ke7 (11...Kf812.Rf1 
Nf6 [12..J6 13.Nc8 Qc8 14.Qd6 Ne7 
15.Bh6] 13.Nc8 Qc8 14.Qd6 Kg8 15.Rf6 
gf 16.Bh6) 12.NC8 Qc8 13.Qd4 +-. 

SOURCE 
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Egon Varnusz, Play the Caro-Kan n, 2nd 
ed. (Riverside: Maxwell Macmillan, 1991), 
p.240. 

BIO line 15 

1.e4 c6 2.d3 d5 3.Nd2 e5 4.Ngf3 Bd6 



5.g3 Nf6 6.Bg2 0-0 7.0-0 Re8 8.Re1 
Nbd7 9x3 de I0.de Qc7 = ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram White has 5.Qe2! Nf6 
(there are problems with 5...Qe7. See 
Ljubojevic-Bouaziz, Szirak 1987) 6.d4! 
(6.ed cd 7.Ne5 0-0, with compensation 
-Karpov) de 7.Ne5 Bf5 8.h3 h5 9.Ndc4! 
Be7 10.Bd2! Nbd7 11.0-0-0 Nb6, and 
now Seirawan gives 12.Ba5 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/129. 


B10 note 9 

1.e4 c6 2.Nc3 d5 3.Qf3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.d4 Ndf6 6.Bd3 Qd4 -+ ECO (diagram). 

CORRECTION 

This little gambit isn’t as bad as its 
reputation. Witness: 7.Ne2 Qd8 (7...QP6 
8.Be3 Qb2 9.0-0 has also been played) 
8.Bg5 Bg4 9.Qg3 Ne4 10.Be4 Be211 .Ke2 



After 6...Qd4 


Nf6 12.Rhd1 Qb6 13.Bf6 ef 14,Rd3 Rd8 
15.Rd8 Qd8 16.Rd1 Qc8 17.Bf5,1-0. 

SOURCE 

Sletebo-Wundhal, corr. 1982-3. 

B12 note 3 

1.e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.f3 g6 4.Nc3 Bg7 
5.Be3 de 6.fe Nf6 7.Nf3 



Ng4 8.Bg5! h6 9.Bh4 Qb610.Qd2! Qb2 
II.Rbl Qa3 12.BC4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

In Nagy-Varnusz, Budapest 1974 Black 
replaced 7...Ng4(?l) with 7...0-01, a 
useful "waiting move", to see how White 
will deploy his light-squared Bishop. The 
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game went 8.Bd3 (8.Be2 Ng4 9.Bf4 [?!, 
but presumably after 9.Bg5 h6 10.Bh4 
Qb6 as in SCO’s line, White’s Bishop is 
not as well placed on e2 -ed] e5i 10.de 
Qb6 11.064 Qd4 12.Nd4 Ne5 13.0-0-0 
Nbd7 14.Rd2 Nc5 15.Rhd1 Re8 =+ was 
Horvath-Varnusz, Budapest 1991. 
Varnusz also analyzes 8.h3i? Nh5l? 

9.Bd3 Ng3 lO.Rgl f5*>) Ng4! 9.Qe2 (or 
9.Bg1 e5l 10.d5cd 11.Nd5Nc6 12.h3Nf6 
13.BC5 Re8 14.Nc3 Qa5 15.Be3 Nb4 =+ 
as in Ozsvath-Varnusz, Budapest 1968) 
Ne3 10.Qe3 Qb6 11.0-0-0 e5 12.Bc4 
Bg4, and Black has at least an equal 
game. 

Note: It’s interesting that in ECO’s line 
White plays 10.Qd2! after 9...Qb6, but 
when the Encyclopedia considers 5...Qb6 
(instead of 5...de) it gives only 6.Rb1 de 
7.fe e5!? 8.Nf3 ed 9.Nd4 Qc7 10.Bc4 Nf6 
11.0-0 0-0 =. White, however, can 
improve with 6.Qd2! Qb2 7.Rb1 Qa3 8.ed 
Nf6 9.dc be 10.Bc4 0-0 11.Nge2 Nbd7 
12.Bb3 Ba6 13.0-0 e5 14.Rfd1 +=, as in 
Hodgson-Fuller, Novi Sad 1990. 

NOVELTY 

After 1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.f3 



Note 3 also gives 3...de 4.fe e5 5.Nf3 Be6 
6.c3 Nf6 7.Bd3 Nbd7 8.Qe2 Bd6 9.Nbd2 

Qe7 =. But Black can sharpen the game 
with an immediate 3...e5!?, when Stohl 
analyzes 4.de Bc5 5.Bd3 Qb6 (5...Nd7) 


6.Ne2 Nd7 7.f4 de 8.Be4 Nh6 with 
compensation. 

SOURCE 

1) Egon Varnusz, Play the Caro-Kann 
(Exeter: Maxwell Macmillan, 1991), 
p.215. 2) Informant 54/132. 


B13 note 52 

1 ,e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.ed cd 4.c4 Nf6 5.Nc3 
Nc6 6.BgS dc 7.d5 NeS 8.Qd4 



Nd3 9.Bd3 cd 10.Nf3 h6 11.Bf4 g5 
12.Be5 Bg7 13.Qd3 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Anand has demonstrated an important 
finesse in the diagrammed position, i.e. 
8...h6!, when it seems that White cannot 
claim any sort of advantage. Anand- 
Seirawan, Amsterdam 1992 continued 
with 9.Bf4 (9.Bf6 ef =+; 9.Qe5 hg 10.Bc4 
Bd7 II.QgS Qc7 12.Bb3 Rh2! 13.Rh2 
Qh2 14.0-0-0 g6 -+ Seirawan; 9.Bh4 
Ng6 10.Bf6 ef 11.Bc4 Bd6 =; 9.Be3 Nd3 

10. Bd3 cd 11.Nf3 e6 =) Ng6 10.Bg3 e6! 

11. d6 (11.Bc4 =) Ne7! 12.Rd1. Now 
Black s best was 12...Nf5! 13.Qc4 a6! =+ 
(notes based on annotations by Anand). 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/139. 
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B13 note 52a 

1 ,e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.ed cd 4.c4 Nf6 5.Nc3 
Nc6 6.Bg5 dc 7.d5 Na5 8.b4! cb 9.ab 



b6 10.b4 Nb7 11.Bb5 Bd7 12.Nf3 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position Black has 
the unexpected resource of 9...Bd7!, and 
now 10.b4 Rc8 11.Nb5 (11.Na4I? Nc4 
[11...Ne4!?] 12.NC5 Qb6~ -Tischbierek) 
Nc4 12.Na7 e6! 13.Qb3 (13.RbH? 
[13.Nc8 Bb4 14.Ke2 Bb5! 15.Kf3 Ne5 -++] 
Na3 14.Nc8 Nbl IS.Qbl Qc8 =) Qb6! 
14.Nc8 (14.Bc4 Qb4!) Bb4 15.Ke2 Qc5 
16.Bf6! (16.Na7 Ne4 17.Be3 Ne3 18.fe 
ecb°~Ropert) gf 17.Ra8! 0-0 18.Ne7 Qe7 
19.Qg3 Kh8 20.Rf8 Qf8 21.Qh4 ed (or 
21...Qc5!?). Varnusz cites Ropert’s 
evaluation of the final position as equal. 
Conclusion: at present White cannot get 
an advantage from 7.d5. 

SOURCE 

Varnusz, Play the Caro-Kann, pp.170-171. 


B15 line 2 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 g6 4.e5 Bg7 5.f4 
h5 6.Be3 Nh6 7.Nf3 Bg4 



8.Be2 e6 9.Qd2 Nf5 10.Bf2 Nd7 11.g3 
Bf8 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can play more aggressively with 
8.h3, after which Cernov-Kopilov, corr. 

1990 went 8...Nf5 9.Bf2 Bf3 10.Qf3 h4 
11 .Bd3 e6 12.0-0 Nd7 13.Ne2 Bf8 14.b3 
Be7 (perhaps Black can maintain the 
balance with 14...Ba3, as in Motseev- 
Schneider, Nettetal 1991 -ed) 15.c4 Kf8. 
Now 16.c5! gives White a clear 
advantage, according to Cernov. 

SOURCE 

CYB 2/99. 

See also Watson-Murshed, London 
1989 and Yudasin-McCarthy, New York 

1991 for examples of 8.h3 working well for 
White. 

B15 note 33 

1.e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nf6 
5.Bd3 Qd4?! 6.Nf3 Qd8 7.Qe2 Ne4 
8.Be4 Nd7 9.0-0 +- (diagram) ECO here 
cites the game Alekhine-Winter, Hastings 
1936-7. 

It’s worth noting that Winter erred 
immediately with 9...Nc5? lO.Rdl Qc7 
II.NeS Ne4 12.Qe4 Be6 13.Bf4 Qc8 
14.Nc4, and White dominates the board. 
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After 9.0-0 


CORRECTION 

No doubt this game is responsible for 
White’s "clear advantage" in the diagram. 
Grandmaster Shamkovich points out that 
Black can improve with 9...g6, and he 
considers White to have insufficient 
compensation for the pawn. A subjective 
opinion, yet many players adept at 
defending would be happy to own an extra 
center pawn at the cost of a few tempi, and 
the reverse is equally true for attacking 
players. Therefore 5...Qd4(!?) isn’t 
"dubious"; it’s a matter of taste. 

NOVELTY 

To prove that the observation above is 
unbiased, however, here’s a game that 
features a new idea on move eight, 
leading to a fine victory for White. Zelcic- 
Tseitlin, Belgrade 1988 went 1 .e4 c6 2.d4 
d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nf6 5.Bd3 Qd4 6.Nf3 
Qd8 7.Qe2 Ne4 8.Qe4 (diagram) Nd7 
9.Qh4 Ne5 10.Ne5 Qa5 11.c3 Qe5 
12.Be3 Bf5 13.0-0-0 e6 14.Bf5 Qf5 
15.Qg3 Rc816.Rd2 h5 17.h4 Qg4 18.Qg4 
hg 19.Rhd1 Be7 20.Rd7 Bh4 21 .Rb7 Rh5 
22.g3 Bg5 23.Bg5 Rg5 24.Rh1,1-0. 

Improvements anyone? 


SOURCE 



After 8.Qe4 


Andy and Marcy Soltis, "Surprise 
Winner in Belgrade," Chess Life , May 
1989, pp.15-16. 


B16 note 29 

1.e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nf6 
5.Nf6 gf 6.Ne2 h5 7.Qd3 Qa5 8.Bd2 Qf5 
9.Qb3 Bh6 10.0-0-0 Qf2 11.Bh6 Rh6 
12.Nc3 e613.Be2 Qf4 14.Kb1 Qc7 



15.Ne4, with compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Minev thinks that Black is in deep trouble 
in the diagrammed position, e.g. 15.Bf3! 
f5 16.d5l, and we have reached (by 
transposition) La Rosa-Mu Her, corr. 
1986-7 which went 16...ed 17.Bd5 cd 
18.Nd5 Qc6 19.Qg3 Rg6 20.Nc7 Ke7 
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(20...Kf8 21 .Qa3 Kg7 22.RdQ! Nd7 
23.Nad ++-) 21.Qa3, and 1-0 since 
21 ...Rd6 22.Nb5! is too much (notes are 
based on those of Minev). The actual 
order of moves in this game was 14...f5 
15.d5 ed 16.Bf3 Qc7 etc., but Minev 
considers White’s plan unstoppable in any 
case. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
inside Chess , Vol.3, No.21 (October 29, 
1990), p.27. 


B16 note 62 

1.e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nf6 
5.Nf6 gf 6x3 b6 7.Qf3 Qd7 8.Bd3 Ba6 
9.Be4 Bg710.Bf4 e6 11.0-0-0 += ECO. 



BUST 

Something is seriously wrong with this 
line. Black can resign if White replaces 
11.0-0-0 with 11 .Bb8, as pointed out by 
Tony Bronzin. 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life , February 1991, p.16. 


B17 line 14 

1.e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.Bc4 Ngf6 6.Ng5 e6 7.Qe2 Nb6 8.Bd3 
h6 9.N5f3 c5 10.dc Nbd7 11.b4 b6 
12.Nd4 Nd5 13.Bb2 Nb4 14.Ne6 Nd3 
15.Qd3 Qe7 16.0-0-0 +- ECO. 



In his book on the Caro-Kann, Varnusz 
implies by omission that Black should 
stand well in the diagram, but where is the 
proof? In the absence of Grandmaster 
commentary it’s time for reader 
participation. ECO lists two paths, so let’s 
take a look: 

BUST 

1) 16...Qe6 17.Nf3 Be7 18.Rhe1 Qg6 
19.Qd5 Rb8 20.c6 ++- ECO. This line 
looks deadly for Black and is likely past 
rehabilitation. If it can be salvaged at all, 
however, then 18...Nc5! is the place to 
start. Depending on where the White 
Queen moves (19.Qb5 Bd7 only helps 
Black), the defender will have to place his 
own Queen just so, and hope to play 
...Be6 before something nasty happens. 
Black has an extra piece and sounder 
pawns, but lags sadly in development - 
which makes it a fun position to analyze! 

2) 16...fe 17.Qe4 Rb8 18.c6 Nc519.Qg6 
Qf7 20.C7 Ra8 21 .Rd8 Ke7 22.Qf7 Kf7 
23.Nf3 
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Na6 24.Ne5 +- ECO. 


This position, though, holds out more 
promise. Here we have an endgame, 
meaning that the truth can be uncovered 
given time and patience. From the 
diagram let’s try 23...Kg8 24.Ne5 Kh7 
25.Nc6 Rg8 26.Na7 (26.RMH?) Be7 
27.Rhd1 Ra7 (27...Bb7!?). Now SM Hall 
notes that the onus is on White to prove 
something concrete; Black, after all, is the 
one with extra material. 


B17 line 15 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.BC4 Ngf6 6.Ng5 e6 7.Qe2 Nb6 8.Bd3 
h6 9.N5f3 c5 10.dc Bc5 11.Ne5 Nbd7 
12.Ngf3 Ne5 13.Ne5 0-0 14.Bd2 Qd5 
15.0-0-0 Qa2 16x3 b5 




17.Bh6 Bb7 18.Nd7 Nd7 19.Qg4 Qal 

20. Bb1 g6 21 .Rd7 Ba3~ ECO. 

BUST 

Gudmundsson-Thorkelsson, corr. 
1990-92 saw play continue from the 
diagram with 17.Bb1! Qa4 (17...Qal 
18.Bh6 Bb7 19.Nd7 Nd7 20.Rd7 Bd5 

21. Qe5! gh 22.Qg3 Kh8 23.Qd3 f5 

24. Qg3 Rg8 25.Qe5 and mate next) 
18.Qf3! Nd5 19.Qg3 Kh8 20.Rhe1 b4 
(20...Nf6 21.Bh6 gh 22.Rd8H Ng4 23.Nf7 
Kg7 24.Re4 1-0, Diaz-Gonzalez, 
Camaguey 1987) 21 .Re4H Be7 22.Rg4 g5 
(22...B16 23.Qd3) 23.h4! f5 24.hg h5 

25. Qh2 Qe8 26.Rh4 Kg7 27.Rh5 Rh8 
28.Rh8 Qh8 29.Qh8 Kh8 30.C4 Ba6 31 .cd 
Rc8 32.Bc2 b3 33.Ng6 Kg7 34.Ne7 Rc2 

35. Kb1 ed (35...Bd3 36.Ka1 Rc4 37.Bc3) 

36. Bc3 Kf7 37.Re1 Re2 38.Re2 Be2 
39.Nd5,1-0 (notes by Gudmundsson). 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, September 
1992, pp.470-471. 


B17 note 82 

l.e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.BC4 Ngf6 6.Ng5 e6 7.Qe2 Nb6 8.Bd3 
h6 9.N5f3 C5 10.dc Nbd7 11.b4 



a5 12.C3 Be7 13.a3 Nd5 14.Bd2 ab 
15.Cb Bf6 16.Ra2 +- ECO. 
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The diagrammed position is a rare 
customer today for a couple of reasons. 
The popularity of 5.Ng5 (not mentioned by 
ECO) has pushed 5.Bc4 into the 
background, and when 5.Bc4 is played 
Black prefers the more solid 10...Bc5. Be 
that as it may, ECO awards a clear 
advantage to White in all variations from 
the diagram, a proposition that doesn’t 
seem to frighten many players today. 

IMPROVEMENT 

ECO’s citation is based on Informant 
35/183, and yet ten issues and five years 
later Black was still willing to try 11...a5 
from the diagram (do the pros know 
something we don’t?). In ECO’s final 
position, for example, A. Martin analyzes 
16...NC3 1 7. Bc3 Bc3 18 .Kf 1 oo, an 
evaluation based on the fact that Black 
has gambited a pawn and that his exact 
degree of compensation is still unknown. 

SOURCE 

informant 45/160. 


B17 note 86 

1 ,e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.BC4 Ngf6 6.Ng5 e6 7.Qe2 Nb6 8.Bd3 
h6 9.N5f3 C5 10.dc Nbd7 11.b4 b6 
12.Nd4 Nd5 13.Bb2 Nb4 14.c6?! Nd3 
15.Qd3 Nc5 16.Qf3 Na4 17.0-0-0 Nb2 
18.Kb2 Qc7 =+ ECO. 



BUST 

Reinert-Kristiansson, Aarhus 1981 
(played the same year as the game ECO 
cites) continued where ECO leaves off 
with 19.Qe4 a6 20.Ngf3 Be7 21 .Ne5 0-0 
22.f 4 +=. 

SOURCE 

Egon Varnusz, Play the Caro-Kann 
p.19. It is interesting that, besides 
14.c6(!), Varnusz discusses 14.Be4 
as given in the second part of note 
86, agreeing that it is drawish. 
However, he doesn’t even mention 
ECO’s main line continuation of 
14.Ne6 +- etc., leaving one to gather 
that it’s a well known failure. Please 
see B17 line 14, in which we analyze 
this possibility. 


B17 note 90 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.Bc4 Ngf6 6.Ng5 e6 7.Qe2 Nb6 8.Bd3 
h6 9.N5f3 c5 10.dc Bc5 11.Bd2 Nbd7 
12.0-0-0 Qc713.Nh3a6 



14.Kb1 b5 15.Bf4 Qb6 16.Ne5 Bb7 = 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

In light of the following game ECO's 
recommendation from the diagram can be 
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viewed as rather passive. Instead of 
14.Kb1, Carlsson-Sorensen, corr. 1991 
went (notes by the winner): 14.g4 Nd5 
(14...Ng4oo) 15.g5 hg 16.Nhg5 Nf4 17.Bf4 
Qf4 18.Kb1 Be7 19.Rhg1 Nc5 20.Nf7!! 
0-0 (20...Kf7 21.Ne5 Ke8 [21...Kg8 
22.Ng6 +-] 22.Bb5! ab 23.Qb5 Nd7 
[23...Bd7 24.Rd7! +-] 24.Rd7!) 21.N7e5 
Nd322.Rd3 Rd823.Ng6Qf6 24.Nfe5 Rd3 
25.cd Bd6 26.Qh5, 1-0. Future games 
may well push 14.g4(!) into the 
"improvement" category. 

SOURCE 

CYB 3/83. 

B18 note 19 

1 ,e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Bf5 
5.Ng3 Bg6 6.Nh3 h6? 7.Nf4 Bh7 8.Bc4 
Nf6 9.0-0 



e6 lO.Rei Be7 ii.Be6 g5 l2.Bb3! gf 
13.Bf4 Bg6 14.Qd2 +- ECO. 

BUST 

It seems that from the diagram Black can 
borrow an old Bronstein idea by 
continuing 9...Nbd7 lO.Rei Qc7, and if 
11.h4 we have reached Porreca- 
Bronstein, Belgrade 1954. Here Bronstein 
played the amazing 11...Bg8!!, followed 
by ...e6, completing development, and 
soon taking over with ...g5. This idea can 
also be applied to ECO’s note 64:1 .e4 c6 


2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Bf5 5.Ng3 Bg6 
6.h4 h6 7.Nh3 Nf6 8.Nf4 Bh7 9.Bc4, and 
instead of protecting e6 with 9...Na6 
10.0-0 Nc7 II.Rel e6 12.Ngh5! += 
(ECO), Black can try 9...Nbd7 10.0-0 
Qc7 II.Rel when 11...Bg8! reaches the 
same position considered above. 

SOURCE 

Grandmaster Gulko pointed out 
Bronstein’s unique concept in an article 
for Inside Chess, Vol.1, No.10 (May 18, 
1988), p.14. 


B19 note 69 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Bf5 
5.Ng3 Bg6 S.h4 h6 7.Nf3 Nd7 8.h5 Bh7 
9.Bd3 Bd3 10.Qd3 Qc7 11.Bd2 e6 
12.0-0-0 Ngf613.Ne4 Bd614.Nd6 Qd6 
15.Qe2 Qd5 16.Kb1 



Nh5 17.Ne5 Nhf6 18.f3 b5 19.g4 Rg8 
20.Rhel Nb6 21.b3!! +- ECO. 

CORRECTION 

ECO gives the typo 20...Nf6 
(impossible) instead of the correct 
20...Nb6. 

BUST 

The fault here lies in Black’s attempt to 
steal his opponent’s h-pawn, not in the 
move 13...Bd6 as ECO’s note would lead 
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us to think. In fact, GM Seirawan has been 
seen to play 13...Bd6 on more than one 
occasion, merely continuing from the 
diagram with 16...b5! and reaching a 
completely satisfactory position (see, for 
example, Wolff-Seirawan, U.S. Ch., 
Durango 1992). 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of taking the Bishop with 
14.Nd6, Sherzer-Seirawan, U.S. Ch., 
Durango 1992 saw White vary with 
14.g3!?, and after 14...b5 Sherzer 
analyzes 15.Ne5! with two variations: 

1) 15...Be5 16.de Qe5 (16...Ne5 17.Nd6 
Kd7 18.Qa3 Nd5 19.Ne4 a5 20.Bf4, with 
compensation) 17.Nd6 Kf8 18.f4 Qd5 
(18...Qc5l?) 19.Qa3 Kg8 20.Bb4 Qg2 
21 .f5, again with compensation. 

2) 15...Ne5 16.de Be5 17.f4 Rd8 18.Qa3 
Ne4 19.Ba5 Bf4 20.Kb1! Rdl 21 .Rdl Bd6 
22.BC7 Ba3 23.Rd8 Ke7 24.Rh8 +=. 

SOURCE 

Chess Life, May 1993, p.43. 


B21 line 13 

1.e4 C5 2.d4 cd 3.C3 dc 4.NC3 Nc6 
5.Nf3 e6 6.Bc4 



a6 7.0-0 Nge7 8.Bg5 f6 9.Be3 b5 
10.Bb3 Ng6 11.Nd4 Nd4 12.Bd4 Bd6 
13.Qg4 0-0, with compensation -ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Serious Smith-Morra gambiteers 
already know about the latest threat to 
their peace of mind, e.g. 6...Qc7!, 
planning a quick ...Nf6-g4. Here’s an 
example of the punch Black’s idea can 
pack: 6...QC7! 7.0-0 Nf6 8.Qe2 Ng4 
9.Nb5 (White is already in serious trouble 
because of the 9...Nd4 threat, and 9.Nd5 
Qb8 10.g3 d6 11.h3 Nge5 12.Bb5 Bd7 
13.Bc6 Nf3 14.Qf3 be -+ as in Horvath- 
Schipkov, Zalakaros 1989 [0-1/20] is no 
answer either) Qb8 10.h3 h5 11.g3 a6. 
Here Schipkov, in Shakhmatny Bulletin 
(December 1989) analyzes 12.Nc3 Nge5 
13.Ne5 Ne5 14.Bf4 Bd6 15.Bb3 h4 
16.Kg2 hg 17.fg Ng6 18.Bd6 Qd6 
19.Radi Qe5 -+. Fortunately, Russian 
Chess Review has provided some relief 
for the first player: he simply needs to be 
coy about his castling plans. After 6...Qc7! 
7.Qe2! Nf6 White can play 8.Bg5!?. 



Now 8...Ng4 9.Bh4 Bc5 (9...Nge5 
10.Ne5 Ne5 11.Bb3 ~) 10.Bg3 d611.0-0 
Nge5 (11...0-0 12.Na4 Qe713.Rfd1 Rd8 
14.h3 Nf6 15.e5, with compensation) 
12.Rfd1 Nf3 13.Qf3 a6 is unclear. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/100. 
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B21 note 55 

1.e4 c5 2.d4 cd 3x3 dc 4.Nc3 d6 
5.Nf3 



Nf6 6.Bg5 e6 7.e5 h6 8.Bh4 g5 9.Ng5 
hg 10.Bg5 Nbd7 llxf += ECO. 

BUST 

Black has 5...Bg4! =+ in the diagrammed 
position, when Sewell-Shtern, Dallas 
1989 saw the further 6.Bc4 e6 7.0-0 Nc6 
8.Bf4a6 9.Rc1 Be7 10.h3 Bh5 11.g4 Bg6 
12.Qe2 e5, and Black was able to 
consolidate his material advantage in 
comfort. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 5.Nf3 White should play 5.Bc4 
e6 6.Nf3, etc. 

SOURCE 

Selby Anderson, "Dallas New Year 
Special," Texas Knights, Vo 1.30, No.4 
(Mar/Apr 1989), p.10. 


B22 note 58 

1 .e4 c5 2x3 d5 3.ed Qd5 4.d4 e6 5.Nf3 
Nf6 6.Bd3 Be7 7x4 



Qd8 8.dc Na6 9.0-0 Nc5 10.Bc2 0-0 
11 .Qe2 Qc712.Nc3 a613.b4 Ncd714.a3 
b6 15.Bb2 Bb7 16.Ne4 += ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Black has the much 
more aggressive 7...Qh5!, as seen in the 
game L.lvanov-Donchenko, Moscow 
1991. That game continued with 8.Nc3 
0-0! 9.0-0 Rd8! 10.Ne2 (10.dc Na6 

11. Qe2 Nc5 12.Bc2 b6 =+) cd II.BgS!? 
(11.Ned4? e5 -+; 11.Nfd4? e5 -+) Bd6! 

12. Bf6 gf 13.Ned4 Nc6! 14.Nc6 (14.Nb5 
Bb8 -+) be 15.Re1 c5! =+. Notes by 
Henkin. 

SOURCE 

Informant 53/143. 


B22 note 126 

1.e4 c5 2.c3 Nf6 3.e5 Nd5 4.d4 cd 5.Nf3 
Nc6 6.cd d6 7.Bc4 Nb6 8.Bb3 de 9.d5 Na5 
10.Nc3 Nb3 11.Qb3 e6 (diagram)l 2.0-0 
ed 13.Ne5 Be7 =+ ECO. 

BUST 

White gains the advantage with 12.Ne5!, 
and after 12...ed (12...Nd5 13.Qb5 Bd7 
14.Qb7 Nc3 15.be! +-) 13.Be3! Bd6 
14.Qb5 Russian Chess Review analyzes 
three defences for Black, none of which 
seem sufficient. They are (condensed): 
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After 11...e6 


1) 14...Nd7 15.Nf7!! Kf7 16.Qd5 Ke7 
17.0-0-0 Nf6 18.Qg5!, with a strong 
attack. 2) 14...Bd7 15.Nd7 Qd7 
16.0-0-0!, with a plus in five subsequent 
branches. 3) 14...Kf8!7 15.0-0-0!! Be5 
16.Nd5, again with an attack after 

16.. .Nd7 or 16...Bd7. In view of these 
possibilities Black varied earlier with 

10.. .f6!? in V.lvanov-Losev, Moscow 
1991, but after 11.Be3! White had 
compensation for his pawn (1-0/34). 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/104. 

B24 line 5 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.g3 g6 4.Bg2 Bg7 
5.d3 e6 6.Be3 Nd4 7.Nce2 b6 



8x3 Ne2 9.Ne2 Bb7 10.Qd2 f5 11.0-0 
Ne7 12.Rfe1 0-0 13.Bg5 Qe8 14.Nf4 
Nc6 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can intensify the struggle with 
8.Bd4 cd 9.e5 Rb8 10.f4 f6! 11 .Nf3 fe 12.fe 
Qc7 13.Ned4 Be5 14.Qe2 Bd4 (14...Bg7 
15.Nb5 Qc5 16.d4! -Kristiansen) 15.Nd4 
Qc5 16.Nb3 Qg5! 1-0/24. Spassky- 
Hjartarson, Belfort World Cup 1988. Many 
players would prefer White based on 
pawn structure alone. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess , Vol.1, No.14 (July 13, 
1988), p.4. 

B31 line 4 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 g6 4.0-0 Bg7 
S.Rel e5 6.b4 cb 7.a3 Nge7 8.ab 0-0 



A "main line" position in which ECO 
deals with 9.Bb2, 9.c3, and 9.Ba3, with 
Black holding his own in all cases. But GM 
Edmar Mednis considers the whole 
variation to be poor for Black, and 
presents the following by way of proof: 

IMPROVEMENT 

Filipovic-Mednis, Lugano 1987 
proceeded from the diagram with 9.d3! 
Qc7 (9...Nb4 10.Ba3) 10.Bc6! be?! 
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(10...dc; 10...QC6) 11.Be3 f5 12.Nc3 f4 
13.Bel h6 14.b5 d6 15.Ba3 c5 16.Nd2 
Be6 17.Nc4 f3 18.g3 g5 19.Bb2 Ng6 
20.Re3 g4 21.Ra6 Rad8 22.Qa1 Rf7 
23.Qa5, and 1-0 in 46. Notes based on 
analysis by Grandmaster Mednis. 

SOURCE 

Edmar Mednis, "Opening Forum," 
Chess Life, October 1991, p.24. The 
reader ought to consult Mednis’ excellent 
article, in which he explains that White 
should stand better in the diagrammed 
position on general principles alone. 


B31 line 7 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 g6 4.0-0 Bg7 
5.Re1 e5 6.Bc6 be 



Here ECO considers only the positional 
plans beginning with 7.c3 and 7.d3. In the 
1992 Fischer-Spassky match, however, 
Fischer injected vitality into the 
diagrammed position as follows: 

NOVELTY 

Playing White, Bobby essayed 7.b4l. 
This wing gambit has previously been 
seen only in positions without the 
preparatory exchange on c6, as 
examined in B31/4+5. Fischer’s novelty 
presents the defender with fresh 
problems, e.g. 7...cb 8.a3, and now GM 


Shamkovich analyzes 8...d6 9.ab Ne7 
10.h3 0-0 11.d3 +=, or 8...ba 9.Ba3 d6 
with compensation. We await future tests 
of 7.b4 with interest. 

SOURCE 

Shamkovich and Cartier, Fischer- 
Spassky 1992 - World Chess 
Championship Rematch (Dallas: Hays 
Publishing, 1993), p.126. 


B31 line 9 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 g6 4.0-0 Bg7 
5.c3 e5 




and here ECO considers only 6.d3 and 
6.d4. 

NOVELTY 

White can play a sort of wing gambit with 
6.b4!?, when there may follow 6...cb 
(6...Qb6 7.Na3 cb 8.Nc4 Qc7 9.d4 a6 
10.de! ab 11.Nd6 Kf8 12.cb, planning Bf4 
and Rcl -Zaitsev) 7.64 ed (7...Nge7 
8.Be3) 8.cd Qb6 9.Bc4 Nd4 (Zaitsevalso 
gives 9...Nge7 10.Bb2 0-0 11.Nbd2Nd4 
12.e5Nf3 13.Nf3d6 14.edBb215.de Re8 
16.B17 Kf7 17. Qb3 Be6 18.Ng5 Kf6 
19.Ne4 Ke5 20.Qb2 Qd4 21.Qc1 Ke4 
22.Qg5!) 10.e5 Ne6 11 .Nbd2 Ne7 12.Ne4 
0-0 13.Nf6! Bf6 (13...Kh8 14.Bb2 d5 
15.ed Ng8 16.Ng8 Bb2 17.Ne7 may be 
better) 14.ef Nf5 15.Bb2 d5 16.Bd3 Kh8 
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17.Qd2 Ned4 18.Nd4 Nd4 19.Qh6 Rg8 

20. Rae1 Bf5 (20...Nf521.Qg7!Ng722.fg) 

21. Re3 Ne6. We have been following 
Zaitsev-Krasenkov, USSR Ch. 1991, 
when White could now have won with 

22. Rfe1!, e.g. 22...Rae8 23.Bf5 gf 24.Rh3 
Ng5 25.Qg7!, or 22...d4 23.Re6! Be6 
24.Re5 Bf5 25.Rf5 gf26.Bf5. Notes based 
on comments by Grandmaster Soltis. 

SOURCE 

Andrew Soltis, New Sicilian Gambits 
(Dallas: Chess Digest, 1993), pp.110-112; 
120 - 121 . 


B31 line 10 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 g6 4.0-0 Bg7 
5.c3 e5 



6.d4 cd 7.cd ed 8.Bf4 a6 9.Ba4 b5 
10.Bb3 d611 .a4 b412.Nbd2 Be613.Rc1 
Nge7 += ECO. 

NOVELTY 

White can try a completely different kind 
of gambit with 6.b4!7 cb 7.d4 ed 8.cd Qb6 
(8...Nge7 9.e5) 9.Bc4 Nd4 10.e5, and 
now, instead of 10...Ne6? as played in 
Zaitsev-Krasenkov, Moscow 1991, 
Russian Chess Review gives 10...d5! 
11 .Bd5 Be6 (11...Ne7 12.BT7 Kf7 13.N64 
Be5 14.Bb2) 12.Be6 Ne6 (12..M3 13.Qf3 


fe 14.Nd2) 13.Nbd2, and 14.Nc4 with 
compensation in each variation. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/112. 


B31 note 28 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 g6 4.0-0 Bg7 
S.Rel e5 6.b4 cb 7.a3 b3?! 



8.cb Nge7 9.Bb2 0-010.Bc4 d611.b4 
Bg4 12.h3 Bf3 13.Qf3 Nd4 14.Bd4 ed 
15.d3 +- ECO. 

BUST 

7...b3(!) is perfectly equal for Black 
according to GM Edmar Mednis, who 
agrees with ECO’s evaluation but faults 
11 ...Bg4?l, 12...Bf3?!, and 13...Nd47! - 
not Black’s 7th. Mednis draws attention to 
the following game as an example of 
correct play after 7...b3. From the diagram 
Menvielle-Polugaevsky, Las Palmas 1974 
continued 8.cb Nge7 9.Bb2 0-0 10.Nc3 
d6 11.h3 h6 12.Bc4 Kh7 13.d4 Nd4 
14.Nd4 ed 15.Nb5 Nc6 16.Qd2 Ne5 
17.Bd4 a6 18.Nc3 Qg5 19.Qg5 hg 20.Be5 
de 21 .Racl b5 22.Bd5 Ra7 23.a4 Bd7 
24.ab ab 25.Ne2 b4 26.Red1,1 /2-1 12. 

SOURCE 

Edmar Mednis, "Opening Forum," 
Chess Life, October 1991, p.24. 
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B32 note 35 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 e5 
5.Nb5 d6 6.c4 Be7 7.N1 c3 a6 8.Na3 



Nf6 9.Be2 0-010.Be3 Be611.0-0 Rc8 

12. Rc1 h6 13.Qd2 Ne8 +- ECO. 

This footnote has become a main line of 
the Neo-Sveshnikov, and many GM’s 
seem to believe it can’t be so easily blown 
away. 

IMPROVEMENT 

BCO-2 (p.333) does a better job of 
presenting Black’s typical play, continuing 
from the diagram with 8...h6 9.Be2 Be6 
10.0-0 Bg5 11 .Nc2 Nge7 12.b3 Bel 

13. Rc1 Ng6 14.Bg4 0-0 15.Ne3 Nd4 =. 
Of course improvements for both sides 
come along every day, but we shouldn’t 
let ECO’s citation of a game played in 
1952 worry us too much! 


B33 note 2 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Qb6 6.Ndb5 a6 7.Na3 (diagram) 
e6 8.Bd3 Qc7 9.Nc4 b5 10.Ne3 Bb7 
11.0-0 Be712.f4d613.Qe1 0-014.b3<~ 
ECO. 



After 7.Na3 


NOVELTY 

Those who prefer their unclear positions 
even more unclear might try Russian 
Chess Review's suggestion from the 
diagram: 7...Gb4 8.Bd3 d5 9.Bd2 de 
(9...Qb2 °o is probably better -RCR) 
10.Ne4 Qb2 11 .Nc4, with compensation. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/129. 


B33 note 9 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Qb6 6.Nb3 e6 7.Be3 Qc7 8.Bd3 
Be7 9.f4 d6 10.Qe2 a6 11.g4 b5 12.g5 
Nd7 13.0-0-0+= ECO. 
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BUST 

Abramovic-Fishbein, New York 1990 
continued 13...Nb4! 14.Rhg1 (l4.Kb1 Nd3 

15. Cd? b4 16.Na4 Qc6) Nd3 15.Qd3 b4 

16. Nb1 a5! =± 17.Nd4 Nc5 18.Qh5 Bd7 
19.Qc4 Qb7 20.Nd2 0-0 21 ,t5 Rfc8 22.a6fa 
23.fg a4 24.011 b3!i 25.N2b3 (25.Qf7 Kh8 
26,gh Nd3; 25.gh Kh8 26.Rg7 Kg7 27.Bh6 
Kh8!, or27.Qg2Kh828.Rg1 Nd329.Kd1 tic 
3Q.Nc2QhP!) ab 26.gh KhB 27 .Rq7! (27.Qf7 
Bf6 28.Bh6 Bc6!) Nd3] (27...Kg7 28.Bh6! 
Kh8 [28...Kh7 29.Qh3] 29.Qf7; 27...ba? 
28.Rg8 Rg8 29.hg=Q Kg8 30.Qg2; 
27...Qe4! ) 28.Rd3 (28.Kd2! Kg729.Qg2Kh8 
30.Rg1Bf6 31. Qg6 Be5! 32.Bg5 Rf8 33. Bh6 
RI234.Kd3[34.Ne2Bf4!!35.Bf4Re236.Kd3 
Bb537.c4 Bc4 38. Kc3 Rc2] Bb535.Nb5 Qb5 
36.C4 Rf3, and 37.Ke2 Qc4 38.Kf3 Qd3 
39.Kg2 ba, or 37.Kd2 Qb4 38.Kd1 Rfl 
39.Rf1 ba wins in each case ) ba 29. Ro8 Ro8 
3Q.hg=Q Kg8 31 .Qa2 Kf732.Qt3 Bf6 33.Qh5 
Kf8 34.Bh6 Ke7 35.Ba5 a1=Q 36.Kd2 Qa5. 
0-1 (notes based on annotations by 
Grandmaster Fishbein). 

SOURCE 

Alex Fishbein, "Manhattan 
Invitational," Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.13 
(June 9, 1990), pp.8-9. 

B33 note 51 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e5 6.Ndb5 d6 7.Nd5 Nd5 8.ed Ne7 
9.c4 Nf5 10.Bd3 g6 11.Qa4 Bd7 12.Bf5 
gf 13.Qb4Qb8 



14.f4a615.Nc3b5~ ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position White has 
a surprising way to overload his 
opponent’s d-pawn, e.g. 14.Bh6L After 
that shocker the game Dundua-Reuter, 
Lyngby 1991 went 14...a5!? (14...Bh6? 

15.Nd6 Kf& 16.Nf5 Kgd 17.Nh6 Kg7 
18.Qe7 ++-, or 14...Be7 15.0-0-0 and 
16A4 +-) 15.Qd2 Bb5 16.cb f4 17.Bf8 Kf8. 
Best now was 18.0-O-O! Qc8 19.Kb1 Qf5 
20.Ka1 +-. Notes after Dundua. 

SOURCE 

Informant 53/157. 


B33 note 97 


1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e5 6.Ndb5 d6 7.Bg5 a6 8.Na3 Be6 
9.Nc4 Rc810.Nd5 Bd511 .Bf6 gf 12.Qd5 
b5 13.Ne3 Bh6 14.Nf5 Nb4 15.Nd6 Kd7 

16.Bb5! ab 17.Qb5 Ke6 18.Rd1! Nc2 
19.Ke2 



Qd6 20.Qb3! Ke7 21.Rd6 Kd6 22.Rd1 
+- ECO. 

CORRECTION 

ECO has a move numbering error in this 
line, i.e. "14...Nb4 16.Nd6", etc. 


VOLUME B 


79 













BUST 

In the diagrammed position Black has 
the obvious (in retrospect!) 19...Nd4! 
20.Rd4 ed 21.Qd5 Ke7 22.Nf5 Kf8 
23.Qd8 Rd8 24.Nh6 Rb8~>. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White can still obtain a clear advantage 
in this variation, however, by varying 
earlier with 16.Qf7! (instead of ECO’s 
16.Bb5). Now Smagin-Kharlov, Moscow 
1991 continued 16...Kc6 17.Qb7 Kc5 
18.Rd1 Nc2 (18...RC719.C3!) 19.Ke2 Nd4 
20.Rd4 ed 21.Qd5 Kb6 22.Nc8 Qc8 
23.Qd4 Ka5 24.Kf3 f5 25.g3 Rd8 26.b4 
Ka4 27.Qb6! +- fe 28.Kg2 Kb4 29.Qh6 
Qc3 30.Be2 Rd2 31 .Rbl Ka5 32.Rb3 Qc2 
33.Ra3 Kb4 34.Qa6 Re2 35.Rb3 Kc5 
36.Rb5,1-0. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/116. 


B33 note 205 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e5 6.Ndb5 d6 7.Bg5 a6 8.Na3 b5 
9.Bf6gf 10.Nd5 f511 .Bd3 Be612.Qh5 Rg8 
I3.g3 Nd4 I4.c3 fe 15.Be4 Bg4 l6.Qh7 
Rg717.Qh6 Nf318.KM Rg519.Nf6 Qf6!! 



20.Qf6 Nd2 21 .Kg2 Ne4 22.Qh8 Rh5 
23.Qg8 Nf6 -+ ECO. 


CORRECTION 

Actually, the typo is given, but Black 
wins easily in the final position. Then 
again, it might have been a Freudian slip 
in view of the following: 

BUST 

After 19...Qf6, White can play 20.Bc6! 
and Black will drop his Queen with check. 
Klovan-Taborov, Kostroma 1985, continued 
20...Ke7 21 .Qf6 Kf6 22.Ba8 +-. 

SOURCE 

Evgenny Sveshnikov, The Sicilian 
Peiikan (New York: Macmillan Publishing 
Co., 1989), p.228. 


B33 note 214 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e5 6.Ndb5 d6 7.Bg5 a6 8.Na3 b5 
9.Bf6 gf 10.Nd5 f5 11.Bd3 Be6 12.Qh5 
Bg7 13.0-0 f4 14.C4 be 15.BC4 0-0 
16.Rac1 Rb8 17.b3 Qd718.Qg5!? 



f6 19.Qh5 Na5 20.Ba6 Bd5 21 .ed f5, 

with compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

In the game J.Koch-Podlesnik, Manila 
1992 Black wrested the advantage with 
18...Bd5! 19.Bd5 Nb4 20.Rfd1 (forced) 
Na2 21.RC6 Kh8 22.Nc4 Nc3 23.Rd6 
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(Sveshnikov gives 23.Nb6 Qc6 24.Bc6 
Rb6 25.Rd6 Nb5 =+, which may be 
White's last chance to stay in the game) 
Qb5 24.Rf1 Qb3 25.Ne3 (25.Nd2 Qb4 
-++)Qb1 !! 26.h4 (26.Ba2Qa227.Nf5 Rg8 
28.Ng7 Rbl -++) fe 27.Rb1 Rbl 28.Kh2 
ef 29.Rd8 (or 29.Bc4 Ne4 30.Qf5 Nd6 
31.Qb1 Nc4 32.Qf1 Ne3 33.Qf2 Ng4) 
f1=Q 30.Rf8 Bf8 31.Qe5 f6, 0-1 (notes 
after Podlesnik’s annotations). It will 
probably be a long time before anyone 
tries 18.Qg5 again! 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/200. 


B36 note 55 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 g6 
5.C4 Nf6 6.Nc3 d6 7.Be2 Nd4 8.Qd4 Bg7 
9.Bg5 0-0 10.Qd2 Be6 11.0-0 Rc8 
12.b3 



b5 13.e5 b4 14.ef ef 15.Be3 be 16.Qc3 
f5 17.Bd4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

12...b5(?) is asking too much of the 
position. Black should proceed more 
calmly with 12...Qa5 13.Racl Rfe8! 14.f3 
a6 15.Nd5 Qd2 16.Bd2 Nd5 17.ed Bd7 =. 
This analysis is based on GM Wolff's 
annotations of the game J.Polgar- 


Dzindzichashvili, New York 1992, which in 
itself is theoretically interesting: 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of ECO’s 12.b3, White played 
12.Rad1 Qa5 (12...Bc4 13.Bc4 Rc4 14.e5 
Ne8 15.Nd5 -Wolff) 13.b3 a6?l 14.Nd5! 
Qd2 15.Ne7 Kh8 16.Bd2 Rce8 17.Bb4!! +-. 

SOURCE 

Patrick Wolff, "The Reshevsky 
Memorial," Chess Life , December 1992, 
p.38. 


B42 note 29 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 e6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 a6 
5.Bd3 Nf6 6.0-0 Qc7 7.Be3 



Nc6 8.Nc6 be 9.C4 d5 10.Nc3 Bb4 
11.cd +■ ECO. 

BUST 

Ernst-Lau, Dortmund 1992 saw Black 
strike in the center immediately with 
7...d5!, and now 8.Nc3 del 9.Ne4 Nbd7 
1 O.Nf6 Nf6 11 .Qf3 Bd6 12.h3 0-0 
13.Radi Bd7 14.Rfe1 Rae8 15.Bg5 Be5 
16.Bf 1 (16.C3 Bd4 17. cd Bc6! = -Ernst) 
Nd5 17.C3 b5 18.Qe4 Bh2 19.Kh1 Bf4! 
was equal. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/180. 


VOLUME B 


81 













B45 line 11 


B47 line 7 


1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 e6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nc6 
5.Nc3 Nf6 6.Ndb5 Bb4 7.a3 Bc3 8.Nc3 
d5 9.ed ed 10.Bd3 0-011.0-0 h612.Bf4 
d413.Nb5 Nd514.Qf3 Be61 S.Radl Qd7 
16.h3 Rad8 17.Bh2 



Qe7 18.Qg3 +- ECO. 


BUST 

From the diagram Mircov-Rogozenko, 
Eforie 1989 saw Black go 17...Nb6 
18.Nd6 (18.Rfe1 Bd5 19.Qf5 Qf5 20Bf5 
g6b o, or 18.Bc7 Na4! 19.Bd8 Rd8 with 
compensation) f5 19.Rfe1 (19.Bb5 Bd5 

20. Qd3Rf6!?and21...Rg6oo)Rf620.QU5. 
Now Black needed to play 20...Rdf8! 

21. Re2 Kh7 22.Rde1 Bd5, and if 23.Ne8 
Rg6 24.g4 Rg5 25.Qh4 Bf3. 

IMPROVEMENT 

The way to cast doubt on 11 ...h6 is with 
12.Re1 (see B45 note 70), and after 

12.. .d4 White can play 13.Ne2! instead of 
ECO’s 13.Ne4. Then we have Nadanian- 
Rogozenko, Czestochowa 1991: 

13.. .Re8 14.b4! Nd5 (14...Bg4 15.f3 Be6 
16.BP2 Nd5 17.b5 Ne5 18.Nd4) 15.Qd2 
Qh4 16.Bb2 Bd7 17.Nd4! +-, 1-0/41. 
Notes after Rogozenko’s annotations. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, pp.27,30. 


1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 e6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nc6 
5.Nc3 Qc7 6.Be3 a6 7.Bd3 Nf6 8.0-0 
Ne5 9.h3 b510.f4 Nc411 .Bc4 Qc412.e5 
Nd5 13.Nd5 Qd5 14.Qe2 Bb7 15.Nb3 
Rc816x3 Qc417.Qf2 Bd518.Rad1 Be7 



19.Rd4 Qc7 20.Qg3 0-0 21 .f5 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Following the principle which states, 
"Why prepare for a punch that can be 
delivered immediately", White should 
accelerate his attack with 19.f5!. Now 

19...Qe4 20.f6 gf 21.ef Bf8 22.Rd4 Qe5 
23.Rg4 Qc7 24.Rd1 Bc4 25.Nd4 d6, and 
White enjoys a strong initiative (1-0/43). 

SOURCE 

Omelchenko-Engel, corr. 1989-91. 

B50 line 6 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.C3 Nf6 4.h3 Nc6 
5.Bd3 (diagram) g6 6.Bc2 Bg7 7.0-0 e5 
8.d4 ed 9.cd 0-0 10.dc dc 11 .Nc3 Be6 
= ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black can attempt to punish White’s play 
with 5...d5i. Now 6.ed Qd5 7.Qe2 Bf5 
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After 5.Bd3 


equalizes straight away, so White may 
have to enter the following interesting 
analysis by Mokry: 5...d5! 6.e5 Nd7 

7. Qe2 (7.e6?! fe 8.Ng5 Nf6 9.Bh7 Nh7 

10.Qh5 Kd7 11 .Nh7 Qe8! was 
Tiviakov-Minasyan, Frunze 1989, 
when Tiviakov gives 12.Qe8 Ke8 

13. NI8 Rf8 =+, or 12.N18 Qf8 =+) c4 

8. Bc2 Qc7 9.e6 (9.Ba4? Nc5) fe 

10. Ng5 (10.Qe6 Nf6 11.Qe2 e5) Nf6 

11. Ne6 (not 11 .Bh7? because 11...Nh7 
12.0h5 Kd7 13.Nh 7 [13.N17 g6! 

14. Qg6 Ne5, or 14.Qh4 Rg8 15.Qh7 
Rg7] Qe5 14.Qe5 Ne5 15.Ng5 Nd3 -+; 
or 11.0-O?! e5 12.Bh7 Rh7 13.Nh7 Bf5 
14.N18 Kf8 15.Re1 Bd3 with 
compensation) Be6 12.Qe6 Qe5 
13.Qe5 Ne5®°. 


SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No. 17 (September 
3,1990), pp.9-10. 


B50 note 5 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.b4 cb 4.d4 Nf6 
5.Bd3 d5 6.Nbd2 de 7.Ne4 Nbd7 
(diagram) 8.Neg5 Qc7 9.c4 h610.Nh3 g5 
II.Nhgl Bg7 12.Ne2 e5 13.Ng3 e4 
14.Qe2 0-0 15.Ne4 Re8 16.Nf6 Nf6 
17.Be3 Ng4 -+ ECO. 



After 7...Nbd7 


BUST 

ECO’s line doesn’t look much like gambit 
play. White does better to get on with his 
development, e.g. 8.0-0! Ne4 9.Be4 Nf6 
10.Bd3 e6 11.Ne5 ("unclear" -Curtacci, 
CYB 2/146) Be7 (11...a6f? -Schwarz) 

12.Bb5 Bd7 13.Nd7 Nd7 14.d5! a6! 15.de 
ab 16.ed Qd7 =. 

SOURCE 

Rolf Schwarz, Sizilianisches Flugel- 
Gambit (Heidelberg: Schachverlag Rudi 
Schmaus, 1984), p.51. 

B50 note 15 

1 ,e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.C3 Nf6 4.Be2 Nc6 
5.d4!? cd 6xd Ne4 7.d5 Qa5 8.Nc3 Ne5 

9.Ne5 Nc3 
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10.bc Qc3 11.Bd2 Qe5 12.0-0 Qd5 
13.Rb1 +- ECO. 

BUST 

In this line White can indeed generate a 
surprising initiative, and Soltis cites a 
number of games illustrating that fact. In 
the diagrammed position, however, the 
point is moot since White wins on the spot 
with 10.Nc4!. 

CORRECTION 

If Black wants to get involved in the 
above variation he needs to adjust his 
move order, e.g. 8...Nc3 9.be Ne5 1O.Ne5 
Qc3 11 .Bd2 Qe5 12.0-0 Qd5 13.Rb1 and 
we’re there. The question is whether 
Black should want to go in for this line in 
the first place.... 

IMPROVEMENT 

Why not? After 12.0-0 



Black can play 12...a6! and reasonably 
hope to hang onto his booty. Soltis gives 
the following analysis: 13.Re1 (13.Rb1 g6 
14.Rb7 Bg7! 15.Rc7 [15.Qa4 Kf8!] 0-0 
16.Bc3 Qg5 =, or 14.Rc1 Bg7 15.Bc3 
Qc3!) Qd5 14.Rb1 Qc6 15.Bf3 (15.Ba5!?) 
Qc7 16.Bf4 e5, and Black is doing well. 

SOURCE 

Andrew Soltis, New Sicilian Gambits 
(Dallas: Chess Digest, 1993), pp.7-10. 


B51 note 42 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.Bb5 Nc6 4.0-0 Bd7 
5.Re1 Nf6 6.C3 a6 7.Bc6 Bc6 8.d4 Be4 
9.Bg5 BdS 10.Nbd2 e611x4 Bf3 12.Qf3 
cd 



13.Qb7 Qc8 14.Qb6 Qc5 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White does better with 13.Bf6! gf 14.Qb7 
Bg7 15.Qc6 Ke7 16.Qe4 (16.Nf3!?) Qb6 
17.Nf3 Rhc8 18.Qh7, as in Kalegin- 
Tiviakov, USSR 1988. 

NOVELTY 

Instead of 10...e6 Black has been trying 
10...C4 with mixed results: 11 .b3 b5 12.bc 
be 13.Nf1 e6 14.Bf6 gf 15.Ne3 Bf316.Qf3 
Be7 17.d5l, with "fine prospects for 
White." -Soltis. 

SOURCE 

Andrew Soltis, New Sicilian Gambits 
(Dallas: Chess Digest, 1993), pp.42-44. 


B51 note 44 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.Bb5 Nc6 4.0-0 Bd7 
5.Re1 Nf6 6x3 a6 7.Bc6 Bc6 8.d4 Be4 
9.Bg5 d5 10.Nbd2 Bf3 11.Qf3 
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e612.Bf6 Qf613.Qd5 Qe714.0e5 +- ECO. 
BUST 

In the game Ulybin-Judasin, USSR 1991 
Black was able to mix it up successfully with 
11...cd!?, when there followed 12.Bf6 gf 

13. Qf6 (13.C4I? Rg8 14.cd Rg5!?~) Rg8 

14. Qd4 Qd7 (the position offers equal 
chances according to Judasin) 15.Radi 
0-0-0 16.Qd3 Qg4 17.g3 h5, and Black 
has sufficient counterplay (1/2-1/2 in 41). 
Notes based on those of Judasin. 

SOURCE 

Informant 53/183. 

B52 line 8 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.Bb5 Bd7 4.Bd7 Qd7 
5.0-0 Nc6 6.c3 Nf6 7.d4 Ne4 8.d5 Ne5 
9.Ne5 de 10.Rel Nd6 11 .Re5 g612.Re1 
Bg7 13.Na3 0-0 14.Bf4 



Rfd8 15.Qf 3 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White cannot count on any advantage at 
all if Black plays 14...b5!, as in Pedzich- 
Shirov, Santiago 1990, which went 15.Qf3 
Rfe8! 16.Radi Rac8 17.Nc2! (17.b3 c4 
18.Bd6 ed 19.Re8 Qe8 20.be be -+ Soltis) 
Nc4 (Shirov suggested 17...a5 18.Ne3c4 
as best) 18.b3 Nb6 19.Be5 Be5 20.Re5 
Qd6 21.Reel c4! 22.Rd4 Rc5. Now, 
according to Soltis, after 23.Nb4! a5 
24.Nc6 cb 25.ab Rd5 26.Rd5 Nd5 27.Na5 
White would have "excellent drawing 
chances". 

SOURCE 

Soltis, New Sicilian Gambits, pp.70-71. 


B52 note 39 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.Bb5 Bd7 4.Bd7 Qd7 
5.0-0 Nc6 6.C3 Nf6 7.d4 Ne4 8.d5 Ne5 
9.Re1 Nf3 10.Qf3 Nf6 11.c4 0-0-0!? 



Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

11 ...0-0-0(?!) is probably dubious 
because White can play 12.b4! cb 13.a3, 
generating a strong attack. 
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SOURCE 

Ibid., p.63. 

B56 line 4 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Nc6 6.Be3 Ng4 



7.Bb5 Ne3 8.fe Bd7 9.0-0 e6 10.Bc6 
bc11.Qf3 Qf612.Qe2 Qg5 13.Rf3 Qc5- 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White should play 7.Bg5, since he gets 
a good game after 7...Qb6 8.Bb5 Bd7 
9.0-0!. In fact, Silman thinks that 7...Qb6 
may have to be replaced with 7...h6 8.Bh4 
g5 9.Bg3 Bg7, "with chances for both 
sides." 

SOURCE 

Jeremy Silman, "Theoretical 
Meanderings...Novelties and Lemons," 
Inside Chess , Vol.1, No.17 (August 24, 
1988), p. 17. 

B56 note 27 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Nc6 6.g3 Nd4 7.Qd4 g6 



8.Bg2, transposing to B70 line 2, judged 
by ECO to be unclear. There is a problem 
with this move order, however: 

BUST 

If instead of 8.Bg2 White plays 8.e5! de 

9.Qe5 Bg7 10.Bg2 0-0 11.0-0, when 
Black has trouble avoiding the loss of a 
pawn, e.g. 11...Be6 12.Qb5, or 11...Bf5 
12.Qe2, when both 12...Rb8 and 
12...Qc7 meet with 13.Bf4, while 12...Qc8 
abandons the e-pawn. After 11...Bf5 
White can also try 12.Qb5 Bc2 13.Qb7 
Rb8 14.Qa7 as in Popovic-Picket, 
Lucerne 1989 (1 -0/39). Analysis by Stuart 
Rachels. 

SOURCE 

Hal Bogner, "U.S. Championship," 
Chess Life, March 1990, p.26. 

B58 line 6 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.NC3 Nc6 6.Be2 e5 7.Nf3 h6 8.0-0 Be7 
9.Re1 O-O10.h3a611.Bf1 
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Re8 12.Be3 Bf8 13.a4 Nb4 14.a5 d5 = 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Geller-Fishbein, Moscow 1989 saw 
Black continue from the diagram with 

11.. .Qc7 12.Be3 Na5!. Now, according 
to Fishbein, White may have nothing 
better than 13.Na4 Nd7! 14.Nc3 
repeating the position, since the 
following lines both favor Black: 13.Nh2 
Be6 14.Ng4 Ng4 15.hg Nc4 16.Bel 
Rac8 17.a4 Qa5, and (after 13.Na4 
Nd7!) 14.Qd57! b5 15.Qa8 Bb7 16.Qf8 
Bf8. In the game Geller played 13.a4?!, 
but was worse after 13...Be6 14.Nd5 
Bd5 15.ed Nc4 16.b3 Ne3 17.Re3 when 

17.. .a5 was best. 

SOURCE 

Alex Fishbein, "Dreev First at Moscow 
Regional," Inside Chess, Vol.2, No. 18 
(September 11,1989), p.5. 


B64 line 7 

1 ,e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Nc6 6.Bg5 e6 7.Qd2 Be7 8.0-0-0 
0-0 9.f4 h6 10.Bh4 Bd7 11.NJ3 Qa5 
12.Kb1 Rfd8 13.Bd3 b5 



14.Nb5 Qb6 15.Rhe1 Rab8 16.b3 Be8 
17.g4~ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Although 14.Nb5 is the only move found 
in ECO, White’s plan in the following game 
may supercede that idea. From the 
diagram play continued 14.Rhg1 b4 
15.Ne2 e5 16.g4 Be6 17.b3 d5 18.Bf6 Bf6 
19.g5 hg 20.fg Be7 21.g6 de 22.gf Bf7 
23.Qh6,1-0. 

SOURCE 

Gufeld-Utasi, Havana 1985. 


B65 note 1 

1 .e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Nc6 6.Bg5 e6 7.Qd2 Be7 8.0-0-0 
0-0 9.f4 Nd4 10.Qd4 h611 .h4 hg 12.hg 
Ng4 13.Be2 e5 14.Qg1 ef 15.Bg4 Bg5 
(diagram) 16.QH2 Bh6 17.Bf3 Qf6 =+ 
ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram White can play 
16.Bc8! Rc8 17.Rd3 +=, when the game 
Dvoiris- Flear, Budapest 1991 continued 

17...Re8 18.Kb1 Rc5 (18...Qb6!?) 19.g3 
fg 20.Rg3 Re6 21 .Rh5 Bf6 22.Nd5 b6? 
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After 15...Bg5 


(22...Rd5 23.Rd5 Re4 24.Rgd3 +-) 
23.Rgh3 g6 24.Qg5!!, 1-0 (notes by 
Dvoiris). 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, p.28. 


B68 note 12 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Nc6 6.Bg5 e6 7.Qd2 a6 
8.0-0-0 Bd7 9.f4 Be7 10.Be2 0-0 
11.Nf3 Qa5!? 



Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 


CORRECTION 

Some evidence is now available 
with which to begin evaluating ECO’s 
11...Qa5!7. The critical continuation 
involves Black in a piece sacrifice, 
e.g. 12.e5 de 13.Bf6 Bf6 14.Qd7 



ef! 15.Qd2 (15.Qb7!? Nb4 16.Bc4 
Rab8, or 15.Qd6 Nb4 16.Bc4 Rac8, 
with compensation in each case) Nb4 
16.Bc4 Rac8. So far as in 
Sanchez-Tukmakov, Palma de 
Mallorca 1 992, when 1 7.Qf4! b5 
18.Bb3 Bc3 19.be Na2 20.Ba2 Qa2 
yields a position in which Black has 
compensation. The actual game went 
1 7.Bb3? Rc3! 18.be Bc3 19.Qc3 Na2 
20.Ba2 Qc3 =+ (notes by Tukmakov). 
It looks like ECO’s seemingly offhand 
suggestion of 11...Qa5!? has opened 
up a whole new area of theoretical 
discussion. 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, pp.32-33. 
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B70 note 11 


1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.(14 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.g3 Nc6 7.Bg2 Nd4 8.Qd4 Bg7 
9.0-0 0-0 10.Qb4 



Rb8 11.a4 Ng4 12.Nd5 Ne5 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black gained a great advantage from the 
diagram after 10...Qc7 11.a4 a5 12.Qb3 
Be6 13.Nd5 Bd5 14.ed Rfc8 15.c3 Nd7 
16.Bh3 Rcb8 17.Rd1 Bf6 18.Be3 Ne5 
19.Racl b5 20.ab Qc4 =+/-+. Therefore 
7.N4e2 is preferable. 

SOURCE 

Kudrin-Dlugy, U.S. Ch. 1988. 


B70 note 48 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be2 Bg7 7.0-0 0-0 8.Nb3 
Nc6 9.Bg5 a610.f4 b5 11 .Bf3 b4 12.Na4 
Bd7 13.a3 Rb8 14.ab Nb4«> (diagram) 
ECO, citing Gofstein-Gufeld, USSR 1978. 

CORRECTION 

In his notes to that game Gufeld 
mentioned 15.e5!?, and ten years later it 
was demonstrated that the diagram ought 
to be evaluated strongly in White’s favor: 
15.e5(!) Ne8 16.c3 Nd3 17.Qd3 Rb3 18.Rf2 
h6 19.Bh4 Qa5? (Black was in serious 



After 14...Nb4 


trouble anyway) 20.Qd1 Be6 21.Be7 de 
22.NC5,1-0. 


SOURCE 

Wilder-Lindemann, Naestved 1988. 


B72 line 3 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.h3 0-0 



8.Bc4 Nc6 9.Bb3 Bd7 10.0-0 Rc8 
11.f4 a6 12.Qf3 b5 13.a3 Na5 14.Radi 
Nc4~ ECO. 

NOVELTY 
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GM Shamkovich demonstrated a 
completely new approach in 
Shamkovich-Miller, Continental Open 
1992, continuing from the diagram with 
8.g4 Nc6 9.Bg2 Bd7 10.O-O. White has 
given the game a quieter, more positional 
aspect. Shamkovich now analyzes 

10.. .Nd4 11.Bd4 Qa5 12.Nd5 +=, and 

10.. .Rc8 11.Qe2 (or the wilder 11.Nde2 
Na5 12.b3!?Ng4!? 13.hgBc3 14.Nc3Rc3 
15.Bh6 Qc7 [15...Re8? 16.Qd4] 16.Bf8 
Kf8 17.Rc1 b5 with compensation) Na5 
12.Radi. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.4 (March 2, 
1992), p.19. 


B76 line 3 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.g4 



e610.O-O-O d511 .Be2 Nd412.Bd4 de 
13.g5 Nh514.Qe3 Qc715.fe Bd416.Rd4 
Qf4 17.Qf4 Nf4 = ECO. 

BUST 

Black has been having considerable 
success with 9...Bg4L Check out the 
following examples after 10.fg Ng4: 


1) S.Polgar-Komljenovic, San Sebastian 
1991 continued 11.Nb3 a5 12.a4 Ne3 
13.Qe3 Nb4 14.0-0-0 Rc8 15.Nd4 Qb6 
16.Kb1 Rc5 17.Nb3 Nc2 18.KC2 Rc3 
19.Qc3 Bc3 20.be Qf2 21 .Rd2 Qf3 22.Bg2 
Qe3 23.Rhd1 Rc8 24.Rd3 Qf2 25.R1d2 
Qgl 26.h3 b6 27.Kb2 Rc4 -+. 

2) I.Gurevich-Pelikan, Mannschafts 
1991 varied with II.Bgl e6 12.Nf3 Rc8 
13.Qg2 Nge5 14.0-0-0 Qa5 15.a3 Nb4 
16.Bd4 Rc3 17.Bc3 (17.ab Qal 18.Kd2 
Nf3 19. Qf3 Rf3 20. Ra 1 Bd4 -++; 17.bcNf3 
18. Qf3 Qa3 19.Kd2 Bd4 20.Bg2 Be5 

21. cb Qb4 22.Ke2 Rc8 -+) Na2 18.Kd2 
Nc3 19.be Bh6 20.Ke1 Qc3 21.Nd2 Bd2 

22. Rd2 Nf3 23.Kd1 Nd2,0-1. Notes by the 
RCR editors. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/150. 


B76 note 23 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.0-0-0 Bd7 I0.g4 Rc8 11.h4 Ne5? 
12.h5 



Nc4 13.BC4 Rc4 14.hg fg 15.e5! +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

11...Ne5 is not the problem here; it’s 
Black's follow-up. NM Jim Gallagher has 
had success from the diagram with the 
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typical Sicilian exchange sacrifice, bolstered 
by a subsequent tactical shot: 12...Qa5 
13.Kb1 Rc3 14.Qc3 Qc3 15.bc Nf3! 16.Nf3 
(16.hg hg 17.Nf3 Bg4 18.Bg2 Ne4 19.Rd3 
Nc3 20.Kc1 Bf5 21.Rc3?! Bc3 22.N64 Bd4 

23.B64 e5 24.Be3 Rc8 -+ Jones-Gallagher, 
Nashville 1982) Bg417.Bg2 Ne418.Bd4? e5 

19.h6 Bh8 20.Rde1 Bf3 21.Bf3 Nd2 22.Kc1 
Nf3 23.Ref1 ed 24.Rf3 dc -+ Seirawan- 
Gallagher, Houston simul 1988. It seems that 
White’s best after 11...Ne5 is 12.Kb1! Qa5 
13.Nd5!, as in Timoshenko- Gallagher, U.S. 
Open 1990, which led to a complex struggle 
ending in a draw on move 40 ( Informant 
52/236). 

SOURCE 

Selby Anderson, "Reader’s Showcase," 
Texas Knights, Vol.32, No.2 (Nov/Dec 
1990), p.15. 


B78 line 8 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.Bc4 Bd7 10.0-0-0 Rc8 11.Bb3 Ne5 
12.h4 Nc4 13.BC4 Rc4 14.h5 Nh5 15.g4 
Nf6 16.e5 Ng4 17.fg Bg4 18.Rdg1 de 
19.Rg4 



h5 20.Rh5 Rd4 21 .Bd4 ed 22.Nd5 gh 
23.Rg7Kg7 24.Qg5,1/2-1/2 -ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

If Black wants more than a draw he can 
play 19...Rd4!? immediately, when 
Hellers-Ernst, Sweden 1987 continued 

20. Bd4 ( Ernst analyzes 20.Qh2 h5 

21. Rgg1 Qd7 22.Kb1 Rd8 23.Bd4 ed 

24. Ne4 e5~>) ed 21.Ne4 (Gashanov- 
Khachian, USSR 1988 saw 21.Nd1 Qd5 

22. Qh2 h5 23.Kb1 Rc8 24.Rg3! e5 

25. Re1 Rc626.Qe2Re627.c3Ra6, when 
Golubev suggests 28.b3°°) Qd5 22.Rgh4 
Qa2 23.Qb4 h5 24.Kd2 Rc8 25.Rd1 Qe6 
26-Kcl f5 27.Nd2 Qd5 28.Kb1 e5 29.Rh2 
d3! 30.c4? (an error ; but Golubev could 
only recommend 30.cd Qd331.Ka2 e4 -+) 
Qd7 31 .Rg2 Rc6 32.Nf3 e4 33.Nh4 Kh7 
34.Rdg1 Rb6 35.Qa3 d2 36.Rd1 Bb2 
37.Qb2 Qd3, 0-1. A struggle featuring five 
pawns vs. a Rook beats an early 
perpetual check any day! 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, p.17. 


B78 line 9 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Bc4 Nc6 
9.Qd2 Bd7 10.h4 Ne5 11.Bb3 Rc8 
12.0-0-0 Nc4 13.BC4 Rc4 14.h5 Nh5 
15.g4 Nf6 16.Nde2 Qa5 17.Bh6 Bh8 
18.Bf8 Kf8 
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19.Kb1 Be6 20.Nf4 g5! 21.Ne6 fe 
22.Ne2 Qe5, with compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

White can consolidate his material 
advantage in the diagram with 19.Qe3!, 
threatening 20.e5. Now 19...Rc5 20.Nd4 
Be6 21.Kb1 b5 (improvements are 
possible here) 22.Ne6 fe 23.Ne2 +-. 

SOURCE 

Kruppa-Golubaev, USSR 1977. 

B78 note 38 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.BC4 Bd7 10.0-0-0 Rc8 11.Bb3 Ne5 
12.h4 Nc4 13.BC4 Rc4 14.h5 Nh5 15.g4 
Nf6 16.Nb3 Re8 17.Bh6 Bh8 18.Bg5 



Rc319.be Qc8 20.e5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Clearly Black's 18...Rc3 Exchange 
sacrifice isn't good. Better is the calm 

18...QC8 19.Qh2 Be6 20.Rd3 h5 21 .gh 
Nh5 22.Qg2 Bc3 23.be Rc3 24.Rc3 Qc3 
25.Rh5 Bb3 26.ab Qal 27.Kd2 Qd4 
28.Kc1,1/2-1/2. 


SOURCE 

Nunn-Khalifman, Wijk aan Zee 1991. 


B78 note 48 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.Bc4 Bd7 10.0-0-0 Rc8 11.Bb3 Ne5 
12.h4 Nc4 13.BC4 Rc4 14.h5 Nh5 15.g4 
Nf616.e5de17.Nb3! 



with 18.g5 to follow +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black actually has an easy time of it after 

17.. .Rc6! (17...QCQ!? 18.g5Bf5! 19.gfBf6, 
with compensation -Golubev) 18.g5 Rd6 
19.gf Rd2 20.Rd2 ef. Now Golubev gives 
21.Rhd1 f5 22.Rd7 Qh4, planning 

23.. .Qh3°°. In view of these possibilities 
White has tried 18.Qh2 and 18.Bc5 
instead of 18.g5, with varying success. 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, pp.15-16. 


B78 note 92 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.BC4 Bd7 10.0-0-0 Rc8 11.Bb3 Ne5 
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12.h4 h5 13.Bg5 Rc5 14.g4 hg 15.f4?! 
Nc4 16.Qe2 b5 17.f5!? 



Given without comment or evaluation 
by ECO. 

CORRECTION 

Thanks to Gofshtein-Mestel, Hastings 
1991-92 we now have a benchmark by 
which to judge ECO’s 17.f5!7. The game 
proceeded 17...Qa5! 18.fg (18.Bf6!? Bf6 

19. Qg4 *o -Gofshtein) Nb2 19.gf Rf7 

20. Kb2 Qc3 21.Kb1, when Gofshtein 
gives 21...Re5!? 22.Bf6 Bf6 23 .Rhf 1 oo. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/215. 

B79 line 17 

1.e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 Cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.BC4 Bd7 10.0-0-0 Qa5 11.Bb3 RfcB 
12.Kb1 Ne5 13.h4 Nc4 14.BC4 Rc4 
15.Nb3 Qc7 (diagram) and now ECO 
considers only 16.Bd4 and 16.h5. 

NOVELTY 

16.Bh6!7. This natural continuation goes 
unmentioned in the books, possibly 
because of the stock sacrifice 16...Bh6 
17.Qh6 Rc3 18.bc Qc3. However, IM Jack 
Peters analyzes 19.Rd3 Qc7 20.Qd2 Rc8 
21 .Kb2, planning 22.Rc3, when White is 



better. He suggests Black might improve 
with 16...Rc8 or 16...Bh6 17.Qh6 Rc8, but 
offers no examples (Chess Life, January 
1991, p.49). The question is probably 
moot, though, since White’s play in ECO’s 
main line can be strengthened. 
Continuing from the diagram into note 100 
we find 16.Bd4 Be6 17.h5 a5 18.hg hg 
19.a4 Rb4 20.Rh4 b5 21 .Nb5 Qc4 



22.Nc3 Rab8 23.Rdh1 Qc8~ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 22.Nc3 (”?" - Informant 
45/260, referring to the game cited here 
by ECO), White should play 22.Rdh1 !+- 
according to Schroder. 

SOURCE 

informant 45/260 
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B79 note 79 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 g6 6.Be3 Bg7 7.f3 0-0 8.Qd2 Nc6 
9.BC4 Bd7 10.0-0-0 Qa5 11.Bb3 Rfc8 
12.Kb1 Ne5 13.h4 Nc4 14.BC4 Rc4 
15.h5 



Rc3! 16.bc Nh517.g4 Nf618.Nb3 Qb5! 

19. C4 Qc4 20.e5 Ne8~ ECO. 

BUST 

It is difficult to understand why ECO 
recommends this line for Black when, as 
pointed out by NM Selby Anderson, Black 
can play 15...Nh5 in the diagrammed 
position. In that case ECO refers us to 
note 91, which goes 15...Nh5 16.g4 Nf6 
17.Nb3 Qd8 18.e5 Ng4! 19.fg Bg4 

20. Rdg1 de 21.Qd8 Rd8 22.Nd2 Rc3 
23.bc h5 24.Rh2 b6 -+. Therefore it seems 
that 15...Rc3 is an error since Black has 
the 15...Nh5 line available. 

SOURCE 

Selby Anderson, "1990 Texas 
Championship," Texas Knights, Vol.31, 
No.6 (Jul/Aug 1990), p.13. 


B81 line 13 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.g4 h6 7.g5 hg 8.Bg5 Nc6 


9.Qd2 Qb6 10.Nb3 a6 11.0-0-0 Bd7 
12.f4 Qc713.Bg2 



0-0-0 14.h4 Be7 15.Bf3 Kb8 16.h5 
Bc8 17.Qe3 Ne8 18.Rhg1 Bg5 19.Rg5 
+= ECO. 

NOVELTY 

In Gudjev-Plachetka, 9th Corr. 
Olympiad, 1978-9 Black left his King in the 
center, with interesting results. From the 
diagram play continued 13...b5!? 14.h4 
Rc8 15.e5l? de 16.Bf6 gf 17.Ne4 Be7 
18.Nbc5 Nd4 19.Kb1! (not 19.Nd7 Qd7 
20.C3 b4! 21.Kb1 be 22.be Qb5 23.Ka1 
Qa4 with counterplay -Gudjev) Bc6 20.c3, 
and now 20...Nf5! is unclear, according to 
Gudjev. 

SOURCE 

"Portrait: Mladen Gudjev," Fernschach 
International, January 1992, p.10. 


B81 note 6 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.g4 e5 7.Nf5 h5 8.g5 Ne4 
9.Ng7 Bg7 10.Ne4 d5 11.Ng3 (diagram) 
Bg4 12.Be2 Qd7 13.Nh5 Bh5 14.Bh5 
Nc6 15.Bg4 Qd6 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Mark Ginsburg suggests that Black 
develop with 11...Nc6!, e.g. 12.Nh5 Rh5! 
13.Qh5 Nd4, with a possible continuation 
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After 11.Ng3 


being 14.Qd1 Bf5 15.Bd3 e4 16.Be2 e3 

17.Bd3 e2 and wins. 

SOURCE 

Mark Ginsburg, "Chess Openings for 
Heros," Chess Annual 1 (Los Angeles: 
Players Chess News, 1982), pp.57-58. 


B81 note 70 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.g4 a6 7.Be3 e5 8.Nf5 g6 9.g5 
gf lO.ef d5 11.Qf3 d4 12.0-0-0 Nbd7 



13.Bd2 Qc7 14.gf dc 15.BC3 Qc6 
16.Bg2 Qf3 17.Bf3 Bh6 18.Kb1 Bf4 
19.Rhe1 Nf6 20.Be5 Be5 21.Re5 Kf8 
22.Rd8 Kg7 23.Rh8 Kh8 24.Rc5 Kg7 -++ 
ECO. 


BUST 

White began scoring heavily from the 
diagram once l3.Rd4! was discovered. 
Now 13...ed 14.Bd4 Bc5 (14...Bg7 
15.Bd3! Qe7 16.Rg1! Nh5 17.Bg7 Ng7 

18.f6 Qe5 19.fg Qg7 20.Re1 with 
compensation) 15.Bc5 Nc5 16.Bc4. 



Here we have 16...Bd7 17.Re1 Kf8 
18.Qe3 +-, and 16...0-0 17.Rd1! Bd7 

18. Qe3 Rc8 19.gf. For 16...Qd4 see 
Informant 46/297. Black, however, 
seemed to have found the right path in 
Gipslis-Rastjanis, corr. 1988-89 with 
16...Qe7! 17.gf Qe5! 18.Rd1! Bf5! 19.Rd5 
Qel 20.Rd1 Qe5 21.Rd5 Qel 22.Rd1, 
1/2-1/2. Notes based on annotations by 
Gipslis. 

SOURCE 

CYB 3/148. 

Note: for those who like whipping a dead 
horse, it seems that ECO’s line is busted 
in more ways than one. Instead of 11 .Qf3, 
let’s substitute 11.gf and follow 
Kotronias-J.Arnason, Reykjavik 1992, 
which went 11...d4 12.BC4 Qc7 (12...Qf6 
13.Nd5 Qc6 14.Bd4! Bb4l 15.C3 Qc4 
16.Be3 Be7 17.NP6 Qc6 18.Rg1 Bd8 

19. Na8 b5 20.Qh5 Qa8 21.0-0-0, with 
compensation) 13.Qd3 dc (13...Bb4 
14.0-0-0 Bc3!?o o) 14.0-0-0 Nc6 
15.Rhe1, and now15...Bb4°° should have 
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been played instead of 15...cb?. Notes by 
Arnason from Informant 54/220. 


B81 note 80 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.g4 a6 7.g5 Nfd7 8.Be3 b5 
9.a3 Nb6 lO.Rgl N8d7 11.f4 Bb7 12.f5 
eS l3.Ne6 fe l4.Qh5 Ke7 15.fe Ke6 
16.0-0-0 Ke7 17.g6 Nf618.Bg5 



Qe819.Bh4 Nbd7 20.Bh3 Kd8 21 .Bd7 
Kd7 22.Bf6 gf 23.Qf5 Qe6 24.g7 Qf5 
25.gh=Q Bh6 26.Kb1 Be4 27.Rg7 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

This line is based on GM Shamkovich’s 
analysis of his game with Benko, 
Pasadena 1978. In an article for Chess 
Life, however, Shamkovich writes that 
subsequent research has prompted him 
to reverse his earlier opinion. From the 
diagram Shamkovich gives 18...Kd7! 
19.Bh3 Kc7 20.Bf6 Qf6 21.Rdf1 Qd8 
22.Rf7 Kb8 23.Qh7 Rh7 24.gh Qh4! 
25.Rf8 Ka7 26.h8=Q Qh8 27.Rh8 Rh8, 
with "a balanced endgame". 

SOURCE 

Shamkovich and Maddox, "A Chess 
Terrorist’s Guide to the Sicilian," Chess 
Life, October 1990, pp.37-38. 


B82 note 19 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 Cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.f4 a6 7.Bd3 Nbd7 8.0-0 Qb6 
9.Be3! Qb2 10.Ncb5 ab 11.Nb5 Ra5!~ 
ECO. 



BUST 

Black is virtually lost, as the game 
Anand-Kasparov, Tilburg 1991 illustrates: 
12.Rb1 Rb5 (12...Qa2 13.Nc3 Qa3 
14.RU3 +-) 13.Rb2 Rb2 14.Qa1 Rb6 
(14...Rb4 15.Qc3) 15.Bb6 Nb6 16.Qc3 
Be717.Rb1 Nfd718.Qg7 Bf619.Qh6 Ke7 
20.Bb5 Rg8 21 .Rdl e5 22.f5 Nc5 23.Rd6 
Bg5 24.Qh7 Ne4 25.Rb6 Rd8 26,Bd3 Be3 
27.Kf1 Bb6 28.Be4 Rd4 29.C3,1 -0. Notes 
based on comments by Ftacnik. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.4 No.23 (November 
25,1991), p.28. 


B82 note 110 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.NC3 e6 6.f4 Nc6 7.Be3 Be7 8.Qf3 Qc7 
9.0-0-0 a610.g4 0-011 .g5 Nd712.Rg1 
b5 13.0h5 b4 
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23. Bg7 Rg7 (23...b3 24.Rg6 ba 25.Qh7) 

24. f5 b3 (24...Re8 25.fg hg 26.Rg6 Re7 
27.Bh3). Now GM Joel Benjamin 
suggests 25.a3! be 26.Bc4, or 25...Re8 
26.Bc4. Any takers? 

SOURCE 

Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life, April 1991, p.10. 
McKenna and Benjamin explore these 
possibilities much more deeply than is 
indicated here. It’s worth digging through 
back issues to have a look! 


14.Nce2 g6 15.Qh6 Re8 16.Rg3 Bf8 

1 7.Qh4 Nc5~ eco. B85 note 126 


NOVELTY 

In the diagrammed position White would 
naturally like to play 14.Nd5, but in neither 
ECO nor BCO-2 does Kasparov offer a 
clue as to what might happen. However, 
in The Sicilian Scheveningen, co- 
authored by Nikitin (3rd Ed., Bats ford 
1992, p. 137), Kasparov gives the 
following variation: 14.Nd5 ed 15.Nc6Qc6 
16.ed Qc7 17.Bd4 Nc5! 



18.Bg7! Bf5! -+. But analysis by Alex 
McKenna, published in Chess Life, 
shows that White’s position in the 
diagram is not yet exhausted. McKenna 
spotted 18.Qh6! f6 19.gf Bf6 20.Bf6 Rf7 
21.Rd2 Bf5 (21...Ne4 22.Bg7 Rg7 
23.Rdg2) 22.Rdg2 Bg6 (22...g623.Rg6) 


1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.Be2 a6 7.0-0 Be7 8.f4 Nc6 
9.Be3 0-0 lO.Qel Qc7 II.Khl Bd7 
12.Qg3 b5 13.e5 de 14.fe Ne5 15.Bh6 
Ne8 16.Bf4 Bd6 



17.Ne4 Nc4 18.Bd6 Ncd6 19.Bd3, with 
compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Writing to Chess Life, John Caliguire 
draws attention to 17.Bb5! in the 
diagrammed position. Now White can 
recover his gambit pawn and retain the 
initiative - securing two passed pawns. 
GM Evans analyzes 17.Bb5! ab 18.Ndb5 
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Bb5 19.Nb5 Qc 2 20.Nd6, when "...White 
seems to keep an edge." 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, December 1992, p.14. 


B87 line 9 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.Bc4 a6 7.Bb3 b5 8.0-0 Bb7 
9.Re1 Nbd7 10.Bg5 Qb6 11.a4 b4 
12.Nd5 ed I3.ed 



Ne5 14.f4 0-0-0 15.fe de 16.Re5 Bc5 

17. c3 Rhe8, with compensation -ECO. 

NOVELTY 

If Black is feeling confident he can make 
White look for compensation with 
13...Kd8!7, when Golubev-Mantovani, 
Biel 1992 went 14.Nc6 Kc7 (14...Bc6 
15.dc Qc6 16.Bd5 Qc8 17.Qh5!? Be7 
[17...KC7!? 18.Bf6 Nf6! 19.Qf7 Kb8 
20.Ba8 Ka8 -7 i8.Qf7 Nd5 19.Be7 Ne7 
20.Re7 Qc6 21.Rae1 Kc8 22.Qg7 Rd8 
23 .Qh 7 oo) I5.a5 Qb5 16.Nd4 Qc5 17.Be3 
Bd5 (17...Nd5!? 18.Ne6 fe 19.Bc5 Nc5 
20.Re6!?Ne621.Bd5 with compensation) 

18. c4 be 19.Rc1!. Now best was 19...Bb3! 
20.Qb3 Nd5l? 21 .Rc3!l (21 .Ne6fe22.Bc5 
Nc5 with compensation) Nc3 22.Qf7, 
again with compensation. Notes 
compressed(l) from annotations by 


Golubev. What we have here is an 
example of chess on the very edge. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.14. 


B88 line 13 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.Bc4 Nc6 7.Bb3 a6 8.Be3 Be7 
9.f4 0-0 10.Qf3 Nd4 11.Bd4 b5 



12.e5 de 13.Be5 Qb6 14.0-0-0 Bb7 
15.Qg3 Rad8 =+ ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram White can continue as 
in Morosevich-Mitenkov, Moscow 1991 
with 12.Bf6! Bf 6 13.e5 Bh4 14.g3 Rb 8 
(14...Qb6 15.gh de 16.fe Bb717.Qf2 Oc7 
18.Rf1 +- was Michalek-Bagaturov, Brno 
1991) 15.0-0-0! Bb7 16.Ne4 Be4 
17.Qe4 d5 18.Qd3 Be7 19.h4 Qa5 20.f5! 
b4 21 .Qf3 Kh 8 22.t6 gf 23.ef Bd 6 24.g4 
Rg 8 25.g5 Qc5 26.Rhg1 Bc7 27.Rg2 Bb 6 
28.Rd3 Qd 6 29.Rdd2 Bc7 30.Rg4 Qe5 
31 .Re 2 Qd 6 32.Kd1 (32.h5? Rg5! -RCR) 
Rb5 33.h5 d4 34.g6 hg 35.hg Rh5 
36.Rg5!, 1-0. 

SOURCE 
RCR 1 /167. 
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B89 note 9 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.Bc4 Nc6 7.Be3 a6 8.Qe2 Qc7 
9.Bb3 Na510.g4 b511 ,g5 Nd712.0-0-0 
Nc5!? 



Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

A game is now available by which we 
can judge 12...Nc5!?, and it makes 
12.0-0-0 look suspicious. Arahamiya- 
Lerner, Helsinki 1992 saw the further 
13.a3 (13J4? b4 14.Na4 Bd7 -+, or 

13. Bd5?l ed 14.Nd5 Qb7 -+ Lerner) Bb7 

14. Ba2 Ne4. Now instead of 15.Ncb5? as 
actually played, Lerner gives 15.Ne4 Be4 

16. Rhe1 (16J3 Bb7 17.Bd2 Nc4 -+) d5! 

17. f3 Bg6 18.Bd5 Rc8 when Black has 
strong counterplay. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/259. 


B89 note 92 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.NC3 e6 6.Bc4 Nc6 7.Be3 Be7 8.Qe2 
0-0 9.0-0-0 a6 10.Bb3 Qc7 11.14 Nd4 
12.Rd4b5 



13.Rf 1 Rb814.a3 Bd715.f5 ef 16.ef a5 
17.Bg5 Bc6 =+ ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 13.Rf1 (?) White needs to get 
on with his program: 13.f5!, as in 
Lukin-Shirov, Daugavpils 1989, is much 
more to the point. That game went 13...ef 
14.ef Bf5 15.g4 Be6 16.g5 Nd7 17.Qh5 
Bf5?! (17...Ne5) 18.Rf1 Bg6 19.Qd1 Nc5 
20.Bd5! Rab8 21.h4 b4 22.h5! Bc2 
23.QC2 be 24.Qc3 ++- Ne6 25.Rc4 Qd7 
26.h6! Bd8 27.g6l, 1-0 (notes from 
Informant AQ/35^. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black can do better; after all, 
improvements beget improvements. Here 
the second player should go 12...Nd7! 
(instead of 12...b5), when the following 
game illustrates the possibilities: 13.g4 
Nc5 14.g5 f5! 15.gf Bf6 16.e5 de 17.Rc4 
Nb3 18.ab Qf7 19.Bc5 b5 20.Re4 Bb7 
21 .Bf8 Rf8 22.fe Be5 23.Re5 Bhl 24.Re6 
Qf4 25.Qd2 Qd2 26.Kd2 Rf2 27.Re2 Rf6 
28.Ne4 Be4 29.Re4,1/2-1/2. 

SOURCE 

Wedberg-Mednis, Copenhagen 1991. 


B89 note 92a 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 e6 6.Bc4 Nc6 7.Be3 Be7 8.Qe2 
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0-0 9.0-0-0 a6 10.Bb3 Qc7 11.f4 Na5 
12.g4 b5 13.g5 Nb3 14.ab Nd7 15.f5~ 
ECO. 



BUST 

Things are actually quite clear after the 
further moves 15...b4 16.Na4 Nc517.f6 Bd8 
18.Rhg1 Bb719.Rg4Rc820.Rh4g621.Qg2 
h5 22.Kb1 e5 23.Nc5 dc 24.Nf5 Ra8 25.Nd6 
a5 26.Rh5 gh 27.g6 Bf6 28.gf Kh7 29.Rg1 
Be4 30.Qe4 Kh8 31 .Qg6,1 -0.11 ...Na5 (?!) 
has quietly gone out of fashion. 

SOURCE 

Wedberg-Dolgister, New York 1991. 

B90 line 4 

1 ,e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Be3 e5 7.Nb3 Be6 



8.Qd2 Nbd7 9.f3 b5 10.a4 b4 11.Nd5 
Bd5 12.ed Nb6 13.Bb6 Qb6 14.a5 Qb7 
15.Bc4 Be7 l6.Ra4 Rb8 17.Qd3 Qa7!? 
18.Ba6 0-0, with compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White does better to strike in the center 
with 8.f4, after which there can follow 

8.. .Ng4 9.Bd2 Qb6 (9...ef 10.Bf4 Nc6 
11.Qd2 Be7 12.0-0-0 was Glek-Lutz, 
Germany 1992, when Glek analyzes 

12.. .0-0 13.h3 Nge5 14.Kb1 +=) 10.Qf3 
ef 11 .Qf4! Nd7 12.Be2 Nge5 13.Be3, as 
in Lanka-Mojseev, Nettetal 1992. Now 
Lanka gives 13...Qc7 14.Nd4 Nc4 
(14...g6l?) 15.Bc4 Qc4 16.0-0-0 Ne5 
17.Nf5 Qc7 18.Nd5 Bd5 19.Rd5 +-. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/241 -242. 


B90 note 20 

1 .e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Be3 Ng4 7.Bg5 



Nc6 8.Qd2 h6 9.Bh4 Nd4 10.Qd4 e5 
11.Qa4 Bd7 12.Bd8 Ba4 13.Bb6 += 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black does better with 7...h6 8.Bh4 g5 
9.Bg3 Bg7. Now Hennigan-Gallagher, 
London 1992 went 10.Be2 (not 10.f3 
Ne3l, 0-1 Wagman-Rashkovsky, Forll 
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1992-ed) h5 11.h4 (11.h3? h4) gh 12.Bh4 
Nc6 13.Nb3 Be6! 14.Qd2 Qb6! 15.Nd5 
(15.f3 Bh6!) Bd5 16.ed Nd4 17.Bg4 
(17.Nd4 Bd4 18.0-0 Ne3 19.Rfe1 Nf5-+) 
hg 18.0-0-0 Nf5! 19.Bg5 Rhl 20.Rh1 
Qb5!. Now, instead of 21.Rd1?, White 
should have tried 21.Kb1 a5 22.c3 =+. 
Comments based on notes by Gallagher. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.20. 


B92 note 1 

1.e4 C5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Be2 b5 7.Bf3 



Ra7 8.Be3 Rd7 9.Nd5 e5 10.Ne6 Qa5 
11 ,b4 Qa412.Nec7 +- ECO. 

I wonder if this line was given just to 
show off the cute 10.Ne6. White may be 
able to eventually demonstrate some kind 
of edge after 6...b5, but it won’t be in the 
sequence ECO gives: 

BUST 

NM Selby Anderson (Texas Knights, 
Vol.33, No.1 [Sep/Oct 1991], p.22) 
observes that Black can continue from the 
diagram with 7...e5, and if 8.Nf5 d5!. That 
means White must play 8.Nb3 or 8.Nde2, 
and only then can he set about finding 
ECO’s "clear advantage". Even more 


embarrassing for ECO, however, is that 
after their 10.Ne6 Black can simply play 
10...fe! 11 .Bb6 ed 12.Bd8 Rd8 -+. 

SOURCE 

Thanks to Senior Master John Hall for 
pointing out 10...fel. 

B92 note 90 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Be2 e5 7.Nb3 Be78.0-0 0-0 
9.Be3 Be6 10.Qd2 Nbd7 11.a4 Rc8 
12.a5 Qc7 13.RfCl Qc6 14.Bf3 Bc4 
15.Ra4 Rfe8 16.Rb4 Qc7 17.Nd5 Nd5 
18.ed f5 ~ ECO. 



IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 18...f5, Tirabassi cites Nunn's 
analysis of 18...Nf6 as follows: 19.Re1 
(19.Bb6 Qd7 20.Nc5 dc 21.Rc4 Qd6 and 
22...Nd7, or 19.Nc5 Qa5 20.Nb7 Qa2) e4 
20.Bb6 Qd7 21.Be4 Bf8 22.Bf3 Rel 
23.Qe1 Bd5 =+. 

NOVELTY 

White can, however, maintain the 
balance with 13.Rfd1! (instead of 
13.Rfc1), when Jansa, Neto, and Zenica 
give 13...QC6 14.Bf3 Rfe8 15.Qe1 Ra8l? 
16.Rd2 b517.ab Nb618.Na5 Qc719.Na4 
Na4 20.Ra4 Bd721 .Ra2 (or21.Ral Rabe 
22.C4 d5!°°) d5 22.ed e4 23.Be2 Bb4 
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SOURCE 

M.Tirabassi, "Sicilian Defence Najdorf 
Variation," CYB 2, p.179. 


B93 line 9 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.f4 e5 7.Nf3 Nbd7 8.Bc4 Be7 



9.a4 0-0 10.Qe2 Qa5 11.Bd2 ef 
12.Nd5 Qd8 13.Bf4 Nd5 14.Bd5 Bf6 
15.Bd6 Bb2 16.Rb1 Bc3 17.Kf2 Re8 
18.Bb7 Bb7 19.Rb7 Nf6, with 
compensation -ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

Here is a model game in which White 
gets along just fine without the restraining 
9.a4. Tseitlin-Serebrjanik, Tel-Aviv 1992 
went 9.0-0 0-0 lO.Khl Qc7 11.Qe2 b5 
12.Bb3 Bb7 13.Nh4! Nc5 (13...Ne4 
14.Nd5!) 14.fe de 15.Nf5 Nb3 (15...Nce4 
16.Ne4 Be4 [16...Ne4 17.Bh6H] 17.Ne7 
Qe7 18.Bg5 Bg6 19.Rae1 Rfe8 20.Qf3 
+=) 16.ab b4 17.Nd5 Nd5 18.ed g6 
(18...Bd5 19.Bh6! Bf6 20.Ne3, planning 
21 .Rf6) 19.Qc4! Bd6 20.Qh4! f6 (Tseitlin 
analyzes 20.. .gf? and 20... Qd8 as leading 
to won positions for White) 21.Nh6 Kh8 
22.Rf6 Be7 23.Bg5 Bf6 24.Bf6 Rf6 25.Qf6 
Qg7 26.Qg5 Bd5 27.Rd1 Rf8! 28.h3 Bg8 
29.Rd6 a5 30.Ng4 e4 31.Qa5 Qb2 


32.Qb4 +- Rc8 33.Qe4 Rc2 34.Rd8 Rcl 
35.Kh2 Qg7 36.Qf4 Qc7 37.Qc7 Rc7 
38.Nf6,1 -0 (notes based on annnotations 
by Tseitlin). 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/246. 

B97 note 78 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Qb6 8.Qd2 Qb2 
9.Rb1 Qa3 10.e5 de ll.fe Nfd7 12.Bc4 
Qa5 13.0-0 Bc5 



14.Nd5!? Bd4 15.Qd4 Nc6 16.Qf4 
Nde5 17.Rbe1 Qc5 18.Kh1 Qc4 19.Nc7 
Kf8 20.Na8~ ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position White can 
play as in Manduch-Mitov, corr. 1988-90, 
which went 14.Be6! fe (14...0-0 15.Rf7 
Rf7 16.Bf7 Kf7 17.e6 +-) 15.Kh1 Bd4 
(forced) 16.Qd4 Ne5 (Polivalov gives 

16.. .Nc6 17.Ne4! Nde5 18.Qd6! with a 
strong attack). Now the game concluded 
abruptly with 17.Rb7l, 1-0 in view of 

17.. .Bb7 18.Qd6, 17...Nbc6 18.Qd6 Bd7 
19.Rd7, or 17...Ng6 18.Qg7 Qg5 19.Qf7 
Kd8 20.Rd1. Manduch, on whose notes 
these comments are based, also gives the 
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alternative 17.Qd6 Ng6 18.Rbe1 Qg5 
19.Nd5 Qd5 20.Qd5 +-. 

Note: For your consideration, Manduch 
opines that in B97 line 12 (of which note 
78 above is a branch) White has tangible 
compensation for his material after 
13...Ne5 (instead of 13...Bc5) 14.Rbe1 
Nc4 15.Qf4 Nd6. Now, rather than ECO’s 
16.Ne4 Qc7 17.c4°<>, Manduch gives 
16.Re3! h6 17.Bh4 Nc6 18.Nc6 be 
19.Rd3. 

SOURCE 

CYB 2/181. 

B97 note 80 

1 .e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.NC3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Qb6 8.Qd2 Qb2 
9.Rbl Qa3 I0.e5 de 11.fe Nfd7 12.Bc4 
Qa5 13.0-0 Ne514.Rbel Nbc6°° ECO, 

citing Boleslavsky. 



BUST 

Kovacs also quotes this Boleslavsky 
analysis, but follows it a bit further: 15.Nc6 
Nc6 16.Qf4 Bc5 17.Kh1 0-0 -+. 

SOURCE 

Laszlo Kovacs, Sicilian: Poisoned Pawn 
Variation (Oxford: Pergamon Press 
1986), p.41. 


B97 note 102 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Qb6 8.0d2 Qb2 
9.Rb1 Qa3 10.f5 Nc6 11 .fe fe 12.Nc6 be 
I3.e5 Nd514.Nd5 cd l5.Be2 de 16.0-0 
Ra717.c4 Qc5 18.Kh1 d4 +- ECO. 



Line 14 of ECO’s Poisoned Pawn 
coverage leads to a clear advantage for 
White. Great news! Well just see note 102 
for the wrap-up...What? Here is 19.Qd3«>, 
and 19.Qc2 Be7 20.Bd2 Rb7 21 .Bd3 g6~, 
but where’s our clear advantage? Aha! 
19.Bh5!?, and then two inches of tiny type 
crammed with brackets and parentheses, 
each containing lethal missteps. But if we 
can just wend our way through these 
landmines, sure enough, there at the end is 
White’s clear advantage. Let’s follow along: 
19.Bh5!? g6 20.Bd1 Be7 21.Ba4 Kd8 
22.Be7!? Re7 23.Qg5 Kc7 24.Rfe1 +- 
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BUST 

B. Jansson continues from the diagram 
with 24...Rf8 25.Re5 Qb4! 26.Rc5 
(26.Reel Rf5-+) Kd8 27.Rd1 Qa4 28.Rd4 
Bd7 -+. 

SOURCE 

Laszlo Kovacs, Sicilian: Poisoned Pawn 
Variation (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 
1986) p.64. 


B99 note 29 

1 .e4 05 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Be7 8.Qf3 Qc7 
9.0-0-0 Nbd7 10.Be2 h6 11.Bh4 Rb8 
12.f5 e513.Nb3 b514.Bf6 Nf615.h4 Bb7 
16.g4 b417.Nd5 Bd5 18.ed +- ECO. 



BUST 

Judged by the following game, Black 
appears to have plenty of play left in this 
position. If White has a clear advantage, 
where did he go wrong? Hauptmann- 
Effertz, corr. 1990-91 continued 18...Nd7 
19.Nd2 0-0 20.f6 Rfc8 21.Bd3 Bf6 
22.Ne4 Nc5! 23.Nf6 gf 24.g5 b3H 25.ab 
Rb3 26.Bh7 Kh7 27.Qf5 Kg8 28.cb Ne4 
0 - 1 . 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, July/August 
1992, p.412. 


B99 note 35 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Be7 8.Qf3 Qc7 
9.0-0-0 Nbd7 10.Be2 h6 11.Bh4 g5 
12.fg Ne513.Qf2 hg 14.Bg5 Nfg415.Qf4 
Nf2 16.Qf2 Bg5 17.Kb1 Bd7 18.h4 Be7 



19.g4 Qc5 20.Qg3 b5°° ECO. 
IMPROVEMENT 

19.Rh3! prevents Black from playing 

19.. .0-O-O, since 20.Nd5! ed 21 .Rc3 Nc4 

22. Qf7! (not22.b3Nd223.Kb2 Qc3l!) Bh4 

23. Qd5 b5 24.Bc4 is too strong -Gudjev. 
With Black’s King trapped in the center 
White quickly built up a deadly attack in 
Gudjev-Gunsav, World Corr. Ch., 1/2 
Final 1978-80, which continued after 
1 9.Rh3! with 19...Qc5 20.h5 b5 
(20...0-0-0 21.Nd5!) 21.Rf1 Rc8 22.h6! 
Rh7 23.Qg3 Kf8 24.Nb3 Qb4 (24...Qc7 
25.Bh5lb4 26.Bf7Nf727.Qg6, or26...Ftf7 
27.Qg7) 25.Bh5 Rc3 26.be Qa3 
(26...Qe4 27.Nd2 Qd5 28.Bf7l, and now 

28.. M729.Qg6 Qd2 30.Qh7, or 28...Rf7 
29.Qg7 Ke8 30.Rf7 Nf7 31 .Qg8 BfQ 
32.Rf3 e5 33.Ne4 Qe6 34.h7[34.Rf7 Qf7 
35.Nd6] both win for White) 27.Bf7!l 1-0, 
because after 27..M7 follows 28.Qg6, or 
if 27...Rf7 28.Qg7 Ke8 29.Rf7 Nf7 
(29...Nc4 30.Re7 leads to mate) 30.Qg8 
Bf8 31 .Rf3! -analysis by Gudjev. 
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SOURCE 

"Portrait: Mladen Gudjev," Fernschach 
International , January 1992, pp.11-12. 


B99 note 51 

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Be7 8.Qf3 Qc7 
9.0-0-0 Nbd7 10.Be2 b5 11.Bf6 Nf6 
12.e5 Bb7 13.ef Bf3 14.Bf3 Bf6 15.Ba8 
d5 



16.Bd5 Bd4 17.Rd4 ed 18.Re1 Kf8 = 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

The game Garcia-Browne, Las Vegas 
1990 continued 16.Bc6 from the diagram, 
and Browne responded with 16...Ke7, as 
approved by Nunn’s Najdorf for the 
Tournament Player. But best, according to 
IM Vince McCambridge, is 16...Kf8 
17.Nce2!? Bd4 18.Nd4 Qf4 l9.Kb1 Ke7~. 
After the text move, Garcia-Browne 
concluded 17.Rhe1! Qf4 18.Kb1 Kd6 
19.Bd5 ed 20.Nd5! Qg5 21.Nf6 Qf6 
22.Nb5 Kc5 23.Rd6 Qf5 24.g4 Qf4 
25.Red1 Qe4 26.Nc3 Qf4 27.R1d5 Kc4 
28.RC6, 1-0. 


SOURCE 

Vincent McCambridge, "National Open 
Las Vegas: The Lucky Seven," Chess 
Life, September 1990, p.39. 


B99 note 148 

1 ,e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cd 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Be7 8.Qf3 Qc7 
9.0-0-0 Nbd7 10.g4 b5 11.Bf6 Nf6 
12.g5 Nd713.f5 Bg514.Kb1 Ne515.Qh5 
Qd8 16.Rg1 



Bf6 17.fe 0-0 18.BM3 g6 19.Nd5 Kh8 
20.Qe2 fe 21 .Be6 Re8 22.Bc8 Rc8 23.h4 
Nc4 24.h5 Bd4 25.Rd4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Far better is 1 6...h6!, as in 
Wolff-Browne, Philadelphia 1989, which 
went 17.fe (17.Ne6l? Be6 18.fe 0-0»j g6 
18.ef Kf7 19.Qe2 Kg7 20.Nd5 Rf8 21 .Qg2 
Ra7! 22.Qg3 Kh7 23.Bh3 Bh4 24.Qc3 Bf2 
(Black is also fine after 24...Raf7 25.Bc8 
Qc8 26.QC8 Rc8 27.Rgf1 Ref8 28.Rf7 
Rf7, planning 29...Rf2) 25.Rgf1 Bh3 
26.Qh3 Bd4 27.Rf8 (27.Rd4? Qh4 
28,Og2 Qh2!) Qf8 28.Rd4 Qf2, and the 
position favors Black (0-1/73). Notes 
based on annotations by Walter Browne. 
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SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vo 1.2, No.20 (October 9, 
1989), pp.27-28. 
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COO NOTE 3 

1.e4 e6 2.e5 c5 3.f4 d5 4.ed Bd6 5.g3 
Bf4 



6.gf Qh4 7.Ke2 Qf4, with compensation 
-ECO. 

BUST 

6.Bb5! Bd7 7.Bd7 Nd7 8.gf Qh4 9.Kf1 
Qf4 10.Qf3. Black can’t afford to trade 
Queens, but if he goes for the third pawn 
with 10...Qc4 11.d3 Qc2 12.Na3 Qa4, 
then 13.Nc4 gives White a large 
advantage (analysis by Minev). 

SOURCE 

Nicolay Minev, French Defence: New 
and Forgotten Ideas (Davenport: 
Thinker’s Press, 1988), p.2. Dr. Minev 
seems to take a special delight in pointing 
out errors in ECO, and several of the 
entries found in this volume are the direct 
result of his tireless research. Beyond 
that, if the reader can own only one book 
on the French defense, it should be 
Minev’s New and Forgotten Ideas. May it 
never go out of print! 


C01 NOTE 19 

1 .©4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.ed ed 5.Qf3 
Qe7 6.Nge2 Nc6 7.Qd5? Nf6 -+ ECO. 



CORRECTION 

It’s not so clear where Black’s "clear 
advantage" is after 8.Qc4 Be6 9.Qd3 
(7...Be6 8.Qe4 Nf6 9.Qd3 transposes -ed) 
0-0-0 10.Be3, as analyzed by Minev. 
Certainly White can’t be bowled over 
(10...Ne5? 11.de), and besides, why play 
5.Qf3 if not to steal a pawn? 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.20. 

C02 NOTE 85 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.e5 c5 4.c3 Nc6 5.Nf3 
Qb6 6.Bd3 Cd 7.cd Bd7 8.0-0 Nd4 
9.Nd4 Qd4 10.NC3 Ne7 11.Nb5 Qe5 
12.f4 Qb8 13.f5 a6 14.Qf3 +- ECO. 
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BUST 

14...Bb5l? 15.f6 Nf5~ or 15.fe fe 
(15..J6I?) 16.Qf7 Kd7oo -Minev. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.41. Note: if White is intent on 
playing this gambit he should adjust his 
move order with 8.Nc3!, since 8...Nd4 
9.Nd4 Qd4 10.0-0 transposes, but if 
8.0-0 (as given in all the books) Black 
can play 8...Nb4!? and 9...Bb5. 
Granted, Black doesn’t land on easy 
street, but White gets thrown off his 
game plan. 


C02 note 89 

1 .e4 e62.d4 d5 3.e5 c5 4x3 Nc6 5.Nf3 
Qb6 6.Bd3 cd 7xd Bd7 8.0-0 Nd4 
9.Nd4 Qd4 10.Nc3 a6 11.Qe2 Ne7 
12.Kh1! Nc6 13.f4 Nb4 14.Rd1 Nd3 
15.Rd3 Qc4 16.b3 Qc717.Bb2 



Rc8 18.f5 Qa5 19.Rad1 Ba3 20.Ba3 
Qa3 21 .f6 +- ECO. 

BUST 

The following game indicates that 

17.. .b5! ensures Black of a slight 
advantage: Wallyn-Mednis, Cannes 1992 
continued with 18.Rc1 (18.f5? b4 and 

19.. .Bb5, or 18.Qf2 b4! 19.Ne2? Qc2!) 
Qb7 19.Qd2 (19.Qf2 Rc8 followed by 

20.. .b4) Rc8! 20.Rd1 Be7 21 .f5!7 (21.Ne2 


0-0 22.Nd4 f6! =+, according to Byrne 
and Medn is) 21 ...b4 22.Nd5 ed 23.f 6 Be 6! 
24.fe Qe7 25.Rg3 g6 =+. Notes by 
Cordoba. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/252. 


C04 line 4 

1.e4 e6 2.64 d5 3.Nd2 Nc6 4.Ngf3 Nf6 
5.e5 Nd7 6x3 f6 7.Bd3 fe 8.Ne5 Nde5 
9.de Ne5 10.Qh5 Nf711 .Bh7 Be712.Nf3 
Bf6 13.g4 e5 14.g5 Bf5 15.gf g6 16.Qh4 
g5-+ ECO. 



BUST 

IM Donaldson credits GM Ftacnik with 
finding 17.Qa4 Bd7 (17...b5 18.Qb5 Bd7 
19.Qd5 Rh7 20.Ng5! +-) 18.Qc2 e4 
19.Ng5 +-. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vo 1.4, No.21 (October 21, 
1991), pp.29-30. 


C04 note 22 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nd2 Nc6 4.Ngf3 Nf6 
5X5 Nd7 6.C3 f6 7.ef Qf6 B.Bb5 Bd6 
9.0-0 e5!? 
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The move 9...e5!? is given by ECO 
without comment or evaluation. 

BUST 

Too fancy. Black should continue with 

9.. .0-0 etc., with a clear advantage. From 
the diagram, however, White plays 10.de 
Nce5 (10...Be5 11.Nb3!) 11.Ne5 Be5 

12. Bd7 Bd7 13.Nf3 Bg4 (what else? 

13.. .0-0-0 14.Bg5, or 13...0-0 14.Qd5 
drops too much wood, and meanwhile 
14.Re1 is on -ed) 14.Qa4 Bd7 15.Qb3 +-, 
Minev. 

SOURCE 

Minev, French Defense, p.55. 

C05 line 15 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nd2 Nf6 4.e5 Nfd7 
5.f4 c5 6.C3 Nc6 7.Ndf3 cd 8xd h5 9.Bd3 
Nb6 10.Ne2 Bd7 11.0-0 a5 12.a3 Be7 

13. b3 g6 14.Kh1 Kf8 15.Rg1 (diagram) 
Kg716.g4 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

15...Kg7(?) is leading with your chin. 
Instead, Black should get on with his 
Queenside play, e.g. 15...a4! 16.b4 Na7 
17.Nc3 Qe8 18.g4 (18.Qe2 Rc8 19.Bd2 
Nc4, followed by 20...Na3 or 20...Nb5) 
hg 19.Rg4 Rc8 20.Bd2 Nc4 (20...Nb5!?), 
and White is already distracted 
sufficiently to balance the game. A 



After 15. Rgl 


typical continuation is 21.Qe2 Na3 
22.Na4 Ba4 23.Ra3 Nb5 24.Ra1 
(24.Ra4 Nc3; 24...Nd4 25.Nd4 Qa4 
26.Ne6!?) Nc3 25.Bc3 Rc3 26.Rgg1?! 
(26.Rag1) b5 27.f5 ef 28.e6 Bd6 
29.Ne5 Qe6 30.Rg2 Be5 31.de Rh3 
32.Bb5 Rce3 33.Qf1 Bb5 34.Qb5 Qe5, 
0-1. White’s plan of Khl, Rgl, and g4 
Is playing into Black s hands; a more 
dangerous idea is g3, h3, g4 etc. 

SOURCE 

C.Jones-Pickard, m/2 Memphis 1985. 

C06 line 1 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nd2 Nf6 4.e5 Nfd7 
5.Bd3 c5 6.c3 Nc6 7.Ne2 cd 8.cd Nb6 
9.0-0 Bd710.Nf3 
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Be7 11 .Nf4 g6 12.Nh3 a5 13.Bh6 Nb4 
14.Nfg5 += ECO. 

CORRECTION 

This line is awful for Black, who is 
probably lost already. Instead of the hasty 
14.Nfg5 White should go 14.Bb1! (to "sac" 
it later), planning 15.Qf3. How can Black 
hold out much longer? 

IMPROVEMENT 

With White’s Knight on f3 there’s no rush 
for ...g6. Therefore 11...h5! is best, with 
12...Kf8, ...Qe8,and ...a5 to follow, playing 
...g6 only after White’s f4. 

NOVELTY 

The reason for the diagram, however, is 
to point out that Black can reach these 
Leningrad French formations via the 
Advance variation, a fact overlooked in 
the literature. For eample, 1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 
3.e5 c5 4.c3 Nc6 5.Nf3 Bd7 (or5...Nge7) 
6.Bd3 (6.a3 a5!) Nge7 7.0-0 cd 8.cd Nc8 
9.Nc3 Be7 10.a3 a5 11.b3 Nb6 etc., 
holding back ...h5 until White’s Nf3 leaves 
it’s post. Using this move order White can 
usually be "tricked” into placing his pieces 
on less useful squares compared to the 
Tarrasch move order, e.g. he will normally 
play Be2 instead of Bd3, and after ...Nge7 
a common idea for White is Na3-c2. Many 
players who specialize in the Advance 
French can be caught out in this way. 

C06 note 52 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nd2 Nf6 4.e5 Nfd7 
5.Bd3 c5 6.C3 Nc6 7.Ne2 Qb6 8.Nf3 
cd 9.cd f6 10.Nc3 fe 1l.de Nde5 
12.Ne5 Ne5 13.Qh5 Nf7 14.Bb5 Ke7 
15.0-0, with compensation -ECO 
(diagram). 

CORRECTION 

White’s compensation is very good 
indeed: the only game on record with this 
line went 15...g6 16.Qh4 Kd6 17.Qf6,1 -0. 



After 15.0-0 


What else can Black do from the diagram, 
with 16.Re1 coming up? 

SOURCE 

Kuijf-Allen, Dublin 1977 

C06 note 98 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nd2 Nf6 4.e5 Nfd7 
5.Bd3 c5 6x3 Nc6 7.Ne2 cd 8.cd Qb6 
9.Nf3 f6 10.ef Nf6 11.0-0 Bd6 12.Nc3 
0-0 13.Be3 Bd7 14.a3! Be8 



l5.Ne5?! Be5 I6.de Qb2 17.ef Qc3 
18.fg Qg719.f4 -+ ECO. 

CORRECTION 

An evaluation typo: according to the source 
ECO cites (Informant 3/205), as well as 
common sense, the final position should be 
considered equal (but unclear-Hall). 
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BUST 

From the diagram ECO offers 15.Ng5 += 
as an alternative. However, Postal IM 
H.Tiemann calls 15.Ng5?! dubious, citing 
the following evidence: 15...Ne7! 16.h3 
(16.g3!?) Bc7 17.Ne2 Bh5 18.Qc2 Rac8!, 
Kuzmin-Meister, Budapest 1989. Instead 
of 17.Ne2 White tried 17.Rc1 in Ghinda- 
Dimitrov, Stara Zagora 1990, but Black 
was better after 17...h6 18.Nf3 Bh5 
19.Be2 Nf5. 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International , January 
1992, p.26. 


C08 note 24 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nd2 c5 4.ed ed 5.Bb5 
Nc6 6.Qe2 Qe7 7.dc Qe2 8.Ne2 Bc5 
9.Nb3 Bb610.a4 Nge7 1 1 ,a5 Bc712.Bf4 
+= ECO. 



CORRECTION 

White’s advantage is actually quite large 
[+ -]. When is the last time you saw Black 
play 6...Qe7? Observe the entire game 
from which ECO’s line was extracted: 
12...Bf4 13.Nf4 a6 14.Bc6 be 15.Nc5 Kd8 
16.Kd2 Kc7 17.Rhe1 Kd6 18.Nfd3 Ra7 
19.Ra3 Bf5 20.Rb3 Bd3 21.Nb7 Kd7 
22.Kd3 Nc8 23.Kd4 Kc7 24.Nc5 Rd8 
25.Rf3 Kd6 26.Ree3 Rf8 27.Rb3 f6 
28.Rfe3 Re7 29.Rb8 Re3 30.fe Re831 .b3 


f5 32.b4 g5 33.c3 f4 34.e4 de 35.Rb7 Re7 
36.Ne4 Ke6 37.Ng5 Kf5 38.Re7 Ne7 
39.Ne4 Nd5 40.Nc5 Ne3 41.Na6 Ng2 
42.Nc5 f3 43.a6 f2 44.Ne4 f1=Q 45.Ng3, 
1 -0. A positional masterpiece. 

SOURCE 

Szabo-Barcza, Stockholm 1952. 


Cl 0 note 22 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.NC3 Nc6 4.Nf3 Nf6 
5.e5 Ne4 6.Bd3 Bb4 7.Bd2 Nd2 8.Qd2 



f6!9.ef Qf610.a3»ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

With 8...Nd4!l Black obtains two pawns for 
the piece, the Bishop pair, and a long-term 
initiative as the following beautifully played 
game demonstrates: 9.Nd4 c5 10.Ndb5 
O-O! 11 ,a3 Ba5 12,b4 cb 13.Ne2 ba 14.c3 
a615.Nbd4 (15. Nd6f6) f6 16.ef Qf617.0-0 
e5 18.Nb3 Bb6 19.Ng3 Be6 20.Ra3 Rac8 
21 .Ncl Bc5 22.Rb3 b5 23.Rb2 Bb6 24.Na2 
e425.Bb1 Qe526.Kh1 h527.f4Qf628.Ne2 
(28.Nh5 Qh4 29.Ng3 Rf6 and Rh6) h4 
29.Nd4 Bd4 30.Qd4 Qd4 31 .cd h3 32.Nc1 
g5! 33.Nb3 Rc4 34.gh gf 35.Rg2 Kh8 
36.Rfg1 Rc7 37.Rg6 Bh3 38.Nc5 f3 
39.R6g3 Rh7 40.Rh3 Rh3 41.Nd7 Rf4 
42.Rc1 f2 43.Kg2 fl =Q 44.Rf1 Rfl 45.Kf1 
Rh2,0-1 .Tarrasch-Alapin, Cafe de Monaco 
1902(1). Notes based on Alapin’s 
annotations. 
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SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "A Look at Simon Alapin," 
Inside Chess , Vo 1.2, No. 13-14 (July 17, 
1989), p.29. 

CIO note 108 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 de 4.Ne4 Nd7 
5.Nf3 Ngf6 6.Nf6 Nf6 7.Bd3 Be7 8.0-0 
0-0 9.Ne5 c5 10.dc Bc5 11.Bg5 h6 
12.Bh4 Qd4 13.Bf6 gf 14.Nf3 Qb2 
15.Qd2 +- ECO. 



BUST 

Not so fast. Black can now play 15...f5! 
16.Qh6 Qg7 17.Qh5 b6 when, according 
to Minev, it is Black who stands better. 

SOURCE 

Minev, French Defence, p.111. 


C11 note 8 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.e5 Ne4 
5.Ne4 de 6.Bc4 c5 7.d5 Nd7 8.de fe 
(diagram) 9.f4 ef 10.Nf3 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White’s advantage increases markedly 
after 9.Nh3!, as in Kveinys-Crouch, 
Katowice 1992. That game proceeded 



After 8.,.fe 


with 9...Ne5 10.Qh5 Nf7 (10..,Ng6 II.NgS 
Qf6 12.Bb5 +-) 11 .Ng5 g6 12,Qg4 Bg7 
(12...Ne5 13.Bb5 Bd7 14.Qe6, or 
12...Ng5 13.Bg5 Qd4 14.Rd1 ++-J13.Be6 
Ne5 (13...0-0 14.0h3! -Kveinys) 14.Qe4 
Qe7 15.BC8 Rc8 16.0-0 0-0 17.Bf4 +-. 
Notes based on annotations by Timman. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/262. 

C11 note 51 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.e5 Nfd7 
5.f4 c5 6.Nf3 Nc6 7.Be3 Qb6 8.Na4 Qa5 
9.C3 Cd 10.b4 Nb4 11.cb Bb4 12.Bd2 
Bd2 13.Nd2 b6 14.Kf2?! Ba6 



114 


E.C.O. BUSTED! 



















15.Ba6 Qa6 16.Rc1 0-0 17.Nf3 Rac8 

18. Qd4 b5 19.NC5 Nc5 20.Rc5 Rc5 
21 .Qc5 Rc8 22.Qe7 Qa2 23.Kg3 h6 -+ 
ECO. 

BUST 

The first ptayer needs to treat Black’s 
gambit with a little respect, e.g. 15.Nf3! 
Rc8 16.Nd4 0-017.Ba6 Qa618.Re1 Rc4 

19. Nb2 Rb4 20.Qd2 Qa3 21 .Ndl Qa4 
22.Ne2 Nc5 23.Kg1 was Timman- 
Donaldson, Lugano 1983, when White 
can consolidate his material advantage. 

SOURCE 

Minev, French Defence, p.124. 
Incidentally, Minev also points out that in 
ECO’s main line, 14.Rb1 (instead of 
14.Kf2) Ba6 15.Qb3 Rc8 16.Ba6 Qa6 
17.Qb4 Nc5 etc. +-, Zlotnik gives 
17...Rc2!°o. There’s simply not room here 
to give all the corrections to faulty ECO 
lines that Minev cites. As I said before, if 
you like the French get his book. 


Cl 2 note 15 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Bb4 
5.Bd3 de 6.Be4 c5 7.Nge2 cd 8.Nd4? 
Bc3 9.be Qa5 10.Bf6 Qc3 11.Qd2 Qd2! 
-+ ECO. 



BUST 

12.Kd2 gf 13.Rab1 +=. White gets his 
pawn back and is better mobilized for the 
coming endgame. By the way, it is a good 
exercise to solve the position arising if 
Black were to take both Rooks with 
11 ...Qal 12.Ke2 Qhl. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.171. 

Cl 2 note 92 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.NC3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Bb4 
5.e5 h6 6.Bd2 Bc3 7.bc Ne4 8.Qg4 Kf8 
9.h4 c5 10.Rh3 Nc6 11.Bd3 Nd212.Kd2 
c4 13.Be2 



Ne7 14.Qf4! Bd7 15.Bh5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

ECO’s 13...Ne7 is a lemon since an 
eventual ...Nf5 is met by g4, followed by 
death on f7. Much more to the point is 
13...b5!, preparing counterplay and not 
self-blocking the defence of f7. One recent 
game continued 14.Rg3 Rg8 15.Qf4 Bd7 
16.Bh5 Be8 17.Rf3 Qe7 (note the 
difference: Black seems secure on the 
Kingside and now begins operations on 
the other flank -ed) 18.Ne2 a5 19.g4 Rh8 

20.Rh1 b4 21 .g5 be 22.Rc3 Rb8 23.Rg3 
hg 24.hg g6 25.Bf3 Rhl 26.Bh1 Rbl 
27.Rh3 Qb4 28.Nc3 Ke7 29.a3 Qb2 
30.Nb1 Qbl 31 .Bd5 ed 32.Qf6 Kd7 
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33.Qd6 Kc8 34.Rh8 c3 35.Kc3 Qal 
36.Kd2 Qd4 37.Ke1 Qal 38.Kd2 Qd4 
39.Ke2 Qe4 40.Kf1 Qc4, 1-2/1-2. An 
exciting game. 

SOURCE 

Ott-Monin, Kecskemet 1990. 


Cl 2 note 119 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Bb4 
5.e5 h6 6.Bd2 Bc3 7.bc Ne4 8.Qg4 g6 
9.Bd3 Nd2 10.Kd2 c5 11.Nf3 Qc7 
12.Qh4!? 



Qe7 13.Qf4 Bd7 14.dc Qc5 15.Nd4 a6 
16.Rab1 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

11 ...Qc7 is designed to meet12.Qf4 with 

12.. .f5, but Black needn’t be too 
concerned about the White Queen’s 
arrival at f6. From the diagram Ivanchuk- 
Gurevich, Reggio Emilia 1990 saw 12...cd 
13.cd Bd714.QI6 Rg8 15.h4 Nc616.Rhc1 
(16.h5 g5 17.Qh6 g4 and 18...Nd4 
-Donaldson) Qa5 17.c3 (17.Ke2/e3 -ed) 
Qa3 18.h5 gh 19.g3 Na5 20.Qh6 1/2-1/2. 
A premature draw, but Donaldson gives 

20.. .NC4 21 .Kel 0-0-0~. 

SOURCE 


John Donaldson, "Reggio Emilia", Inside 
Chess , Vol.3, No.4 (March 5,1990), p.16. 

Cl 3 note 68 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e5 Nfd7 6.h4 c5 7.Be7 Ke7 8.f4 Qb6 
9.Nf3 Qb2 10.Nb5 a6 11.NC7 



Qb4 1 2.Kf2 Ra7 13.C4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Schwartz-Junge, corr. 1983 continued 
from the diagram with 11...Qc3! 0-1. 
Minev notes that after 12.Kf2 Ra7 White’s 
Knight is trapped and c4 is not possible. A 
vivid reminder to take "theory" with a grain 
of salt. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 11 .Nc7 White can take a draw 
with II.Rbl Qa2 12.Ra1 etc., or try 
12.Nd6 Qa5 13.Kf2 Nc6 14.Rh3 cd 
1 5. B d 3 (Matulo vic-Zaradic, Zagreb 
1955). Better still would be to replace 
9.Nf3 with 9.Na4 Qa5 10.c3 Nc6 II.NfS 
cd 12.b4 Qc7 13.Nd4 a6 14.Rh3 +=, as in 
Gligorich-Yanofski, Stockholm 1948. 

SOURCE 

Minev, French Defence, p.233. 

C14 note 67 
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1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e5 Nfd7 6.Be7 Qe7 7.f4 0-0 8.Nf3 c5 
9.Bd3 cd 10.Bh7 Kh7 11.Ng5 Qg5 12.fg 
dc - ECO. 



BUST 

White wins after the further 13.Qh5 Kg8 
14.0-0 Ne5 15.Rae1 Ng6 16.Re3 e5 

17. g4 Rd8 (17...Re8 18.Rh3 Re6 19.R3f3 
or 17...Nf4 18.Rf4 ef 19.Rh3 f6 20.g6+~) 

18. Rh3 Rd6 19.Qh7 Kf8 20.Rh6 Rf6 
21.Rf6, 1-0 in Szilagyi-Harding, corr. 
1987. 

SOURCE 

Tim Harding, The Classical French (New 
York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1991), 
pp.120-122. 


Cl 5 line 16 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.a3 Bc3 
5.be de 6.Qg4 Nf6 7.Qg7 Rg8 8.Qh6 
c5 9.Ne2 Nc6 10.de! Rg6 11.Qd2 
(diagram) Bd7 12.Rb1 Qc7 13.Qd6! 
0-0-0 14.QC7 Kc7 15.Ng3 h5 16.h4 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

A computer reached the diagrammed 
position, evidently heading for ECO’s "clear 
advantage", when its carbon-based 
opponent surprisingly turned the tables: 
11...Qd2! 12.Bd2 e5! 13.Rb1 Nd7 14.Ng3 




Nc5 15.Be3 Na4 16.Ne4 15 17.Nc5 Nc5 
18.Bc5 b6 19.Be3 f4 20.Bc1 Bf5 21.Rb2 
Rd8 22.Be2 Bg4 23.Bg4 Rg4 24.g3 f3 
25.0-0 Rc4 26.Rb3 Rd5! -+ (planning 
27...Na5 -ed). 

SOURCE 

M.Chess IBM-Nesis, Oviedo 1991. 

Cl 5 note 3 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.Qg4 
Nf6 5.Qg7 Rg8 6.Qh6 c5 7.e5 cd 8.a3 
dc 9.ab cb 10.Bb2 Qb6 11.0-0-0 °° 
ECO. 



BUST 

Now11...Rg6! 12.0f4 (12.0h4Ne413.Nh3 
Nc6! 14.b5 Nb4!) Ne4 13.Nh3 Nc6 14.c3 
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(14J3 Nb4! 15.fe Na2) Bd7 15.f3 
Nb4 - + + . 

SOURCE 

Minev, French Defence, p.165. 


Cl 8 note 66 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.e5 c5 5.a3 
Bc3 6.bC Ne77.Qg4 0-0 8.Bd3 C4 9.Bh6 
Ng610.Bg6fgl1.Be3 


Cl 6 note 96 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.e5 b6 
5.a3 Bc3 6.be Qd7 7.Qg4 f5 8.Qg3 
Ba6 9.Ba6 Na6 10.Ne2 Nb8?! 11.Nf4 
Nc6!? 



The move 11 ...Nc6!? is offered by ECO, 
but without comment or evaluation. 

CORRECTION 

10...Nb8! and 11...Nc6! are actually 
quite good, allowing Black to hold the 
balance. 12.0-0 0-0-0 13.a4 Na5 
14.Ba3 Nc4 15.Bb4 a5 is fine for Black 
(Moles and Wicker), while 12.Ne6 Qe6 
13.Qg7 Qg6 14.Qh8 proves to be a 
misguided adventure after 14...0-0-01, 
and White’s Queen won’t get out cheaply. 



Qe7 12.h4 Qf7 13.h5 Qf5 14.Qe2 gh 

15. Rh5 Qg616.g4~ECO. 

BUST 

Closing the center with 8...c4?! gives 
White a free hand to organize his kingside 
assault, granting him a clear advantage. 
Instead of 16.g4 Sznapik analyzes 

16. Kd2! Rf5 17.Rh4 Bd7 18.Nh3 Ba4 
1 9.Rc1 Nd7 20.g4! Rff8 21.Nf4 +- 
(Informant 45/332). Another example is 
van der Wiel-Hubner, Wijk aan Zee 1988, 
in which Black went 11...Qe8 from the 
diagram. Play continued with 12.h4 Nc6 
13.h5 gh 14.Rh5 Ne7 15.Nf3 Rf5 16.Bg5 
Ng617.0-0-0h618.Rdh1 hg19.Ng5 Rf2 
20.Qh3 Kf8 21 .Qe3 Rf722.Nf7 Kf7 23.Rf1 
Kg8 24.Rhh1 Ne7 25.Qh3 Nf5 26.g4,1 -0. 
I haven’t been able to find an example of 
8...c4(?l) since that convincing game was 
played. 


SOURCE 

John Watson, Play the French (Oxford: 
Pergamon Press, 1984), p.190. 


SOURCE 

Neil McDonald, Trends in the French 
Winawer (London: Trends Publications, 
1990), p.5. 
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Cl 8 note 76 

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.e5 c5 
5.a3 Bc3 6.be Ne7 7.Qg4 cd 8.Bd3 Qa5 
9.Ne2 



Ng6 10.0-0 dc 11.h4 Nc6 12.f4 h5 

13. Qg3 Nce7 14.Nd4, with compensation 
-ECO. 

BUST 

Although the evidence of one game may 
be inconclusive, it’s hard to see where 
White can improve after 9...0-0 10.Bg5 
Nbc6 11.f4 dc 12.Ng3 Ng6 13.Nh5 Qc5 

14. h4Qd4 15.Qg3 Nce5 16.fe Qe5 17.Kf2 
f6 18.Qe5 Ne5 19.Be3 Ng4 -+. 

SOURCE 

Johnsen-Ostenstad, Gausdal 1991. 

Cl 9 note 7 

1 ,e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.e5 c5 5.a3 
Bc3 6.be Ne7 7.Nf3 Qa5 8.Bd2 Nbc6 
9.h4 f6!? (diagram) 

9...f6!? is given without comment or 
evaluation in ECO. 

CORRECTION 

There is now evidence to support the 
claim of at least a slight advantage for 
Black in this line. Shirov-Plaskett, 



Reykjavik 1992 continued from the 
diagram with 10.ef (10.c4 Qa4 11.cd ed 
12.ef gf =+) gf 11.Nh2! Qa4! 12.Rb1 
(12.B63 Bd7! 13.Qh5 Kd8 -+) c4! 13.Qh5 
Kd8 14.Ng4. Now best was 14...Qc2! 
15.Rc1 Qe4 16.Be3 Qf5! 17.Qf5 Nf5 
18.Nf6 Ne3 19.fe Ke7 20.Ng4 h5 (or 
20...b5 =+) 21 .Nh2 e5 =+. Notes based on 
annotations by Shirov. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/277. 

C22 line 3 

1 ,e4 e5 2.d4 ed 3.Qd4 Nc6 4.Qe3 Nf6 
5.e5 Ng4 6.Qe4 



d5 7.ed Be6 8.Ba6 Qd6 9.Bb7 Qb4 
10.Qb4 Nb4 11.Na3 Rb8 12.Bf3 Ne5, 

with compensation - ECO. 
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NOVELTY 

"And now for something completely 
different", goes Monty Python's 
introduction. Well, postal master Ray 
Gatten must have been in a strange mood 
when he essayed 6...Nge5l? in a recent 
game (I don’t think anyone has analyzed 
this move since Salvioli, cr. 1604!), but the 
result is complex, fighting chess, well 
worth further exploration. After 6...Nge5 
the game continued 7.f4 d5 8.Qe2 (8.Qe3 
d4 9.Qe4 Qh4 10.g3 [lO.Kdl Be7!] Qg4l, 
and now 11.Be2 Qg6, 11.Bb5 Kd8l, and 
11.Bh3 Qg6 12.Qe2 Bh3 13.Nh3 Qg4 are 
-+) Qh4! 9.Kd1 (9.g3 Qh6! 10.Nc3 Bg4 
11.Qe3d4) Bg4 10.Nf3 Qf6 (10...Qh5!? 
11.fe O-O-O! 12.c3 Ne5 13.0f2 Nf3 14.gf 
Bf3 15.Be2 Be2 16,Oe2 Qe2 17.Ke2 Bd6 
=+) 11.fe Ne5 12.h3 (12.0b5 c6 13.Qb7 
Bf3 14.gf Qf3 15.Ke1 Qe4 IS.Kdl Rd8-+) 
Bf3 13.gf 0-0-0 14.f4 Nc4 15.c3 Bc5 
16.Qg4 Kb8 17.Kc2 h5 18.Qg5 Qc6 
19.Qg2 Qf6 20.Bd3 Rhe8 21.Qg5 Qc6 
22.Rd1 Ne3 23.Be3 Be3 24.b3 g6 25.Kb2 
Qd6 26.Rf1 d4 27.c4 f5 28.a3 c5 29.a4 
Qb6 30.a5 Qd6 31 .Na3 Re6 32.Kc2 Qc7 
33.Nb5 Qd7 34.Qg3 a6 35.Na3 Qc7 
36.Nb1 Rg8 37.h4 Rge8 38.Nd2 Ka7 
39.Rf3 b6 40.NH ba 41 .Ra2 Qb7 42.Ra4 
Rb8 43.b4 ab 44.Ne3 b3 45.Kb2 Qd7 
46.Ka3 de 47.Re3 Qd4 48.Re1 Qc3 
49.Qf2 b2 50.Ka2 Qb3, 0-1. Notes by 
Gatten. 

SOURCE 

John Dowling-Ray Gatten, corr. 1991. 

C22 note 44 

1 ,e4 e5 2.d4 ed 3.Qd4 Nc6 4.Qe3 Nf6 
5.Nc3 Bb4 6,Bd2 0-0 7.0-0-0 Re8 
8.Bc4 d6 9.f3 Na5 10.Bb3 Nb3 11.ab 
(diagram) d5 12.Nd5 Nd5 13.Qd4 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

In Holmes-Karpov, Madrid 1992 Black 
played 11...a5! -+ 12.Qf2 (12.Nge2 d5 
-now it works) Bd7! 13.Nge2 (13.Bg5? 
Bc3 14.bc Ne4) a4 14.ba Ba4 15.Nb1!? 



After 11.ab 


Bc5 16.Be3 (16.Qh4 Bc6 17.Bg5 h6 

18. Bf6 Be3) b6 17.Bd4 Bd7 18.g4 Ra5 

19. Nf4 Bc6 20.Rhg1 Nd7 21 .Nh5 g6 
0-1/34 (notes based on Karpov's 
annotations). It’s interesting to recall that 
Karpov faced the Center Game in 
Hase-Karpov, Skopje 1972, but went 
wrong on move four and was lucky to get 
out alive. He obviously did some 
homework after that encounter! 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/278. 

C24 line 9 

1.e4 e5 2.Bc4 Nf6 3.d4 ed 4.Nf3 Ne4 
5.Qd4 Nf6 6.Bg5 Be7 7.NC3 c6 8.0-0-0 
d5 9.Rhe1 0-0 10.Qh4 Nbd7 11.Bd3 g6 
12.Re2 Re8 13.Rde1 Ne4 
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14.Be7 Qe7 15.Qe7 Re7 = ECO. 


BUST 

Tony Bronzin observes that 14.Ne4! 
wins, e.g. 14...de 15.Re4 f6 (15...Bg5 
16.Ng5) 16.Bc4 Kg7 (16...Kh8 17.Re7). 
Now Grandmaster Evans analyzes the 
pretty finish 17.Qh7! Kh7 18.Rh4 Kg7 
19.Bh6 Kh7 20.Bf8#. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Naturally Black doesn’t have to play 

9.. .0.O, and in fact ECO’s line 8 gives 

9.. .Be6 etc., leading to a sharp struggle. 
Therefore White may do well to imitate 
Kreiman-Shirazi, Manhattan 1992 with 

9. Qh4! (instead of 9.Rhe1). GM 
Shamkovich observes that 9...Be6 

10. Nd4 Nbd7 11.Bd3l, planning Bf5 and 
Rhel is quite strong. Also, 9...0-0 10.Bd3 
g6 (best) 11.Rhel Be6 12.Nd4 Nbd7 
13.Re6 fe 14.Ne6 Qe8 15.Nf8 Qf8 16.Re1 
Re8 17.f4 is good for White. After 
Kreiman’s 9.Qh4! the game went 9...Nbd7 
10.Rhel!? Kf8? (10...dc is too risky; but 

10.. .Nb6i is "... Black’s best chance for 
survival." -Shamkovich) II.BdSM cd 
12.Re7!! Qe7 13.Nd5 Qe4! 14.Bf4!. Now 
Shamkovich gives 14...Qe6! 15.Kb1! Qc6 
16.Be5! a5 (16...Ne5 17.Qb4 ++-) 17.Bf6 
Nf6 18.Nf6 +-. Black actually played 

14.. .h6?, and 1-0/60 after further 
inaccuracies. 

SOURCE 

1) Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," 
Chess Life, March 1990, p.42. 2) Inside 
Chess , Vol.5, No.13 (July 6, 1992), p.7. 

C25 line 4 

1 .e4 e5 2.NC3 Nc6 3.f4 ef 4.Nf3 g5 5.d4 
g4 6.Bc4 gf 7.0-0 d5 8.ed Bg4 9.Qd2 
Nce7 10.Qf4 Nh6! -+ ECO. 

BUST 

Judged by the following miniature, this 
evaluation will have to be reversed to 



(atleast!): 11 .Ne4! Bg712.Nf6 Kf813.Ng4 
Ng6 14.Qf3Nh4 15.Qa3, 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Hector-Garcia, Spain 1988. 

C25 line 6 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.f4 ef 4.d4 Qh4 
5.Ke2 d6 6.Nf3 Bg4 7.Bf4 0-0-0 



8.Ke3 Qh5 9.Be2 g510.Ng5 Nf611 .h3 
Be2 12.Qe2 Qg6 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

White can play 8.Qd2!, threatening 
9.Bg5, after which there may follow 

8...Re8 9.Re1 Nf610.Kd1 QhSII.Kcl Bf3 
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12.gf Qf3 13.Be2 Qh3 14.Rhg1, and 
White has excellent compensation for his 
pawn. 

SOURCE 

Santasiere and Smith, The Vienna 
Game and Gambit , 2nd ed. (Dallas: 
Chess Digest, 1992), p.42. 


C25 note 22 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.f4 ef 4.Nf3 g5 5.d4 
Bg7 6.d5 Ne5 7.d6! 



1 .e4 e5 2.Nc3 Nc6 3.f4 ef 4.Nf3 g5 5.d4 
g4 6.BC4 gf 7.0-0 Nd4 8.Bf4! 



Qf6 9.Nd5 Qg7 10.Nc7 Kd8 11.g3~ 
ECO. 

BUST 

Black comes out on top after 8...Bc5! 
9.Bf7 Kf7 10.Be3 Ke8 11 .Bd4 Bd4 12.Qd4 
Qf6 13.Qd3 Ne7 14.Rf3 Qe5 -+. There 
even seems to be an alternative: Russian 
Chess Review recommends 8...Bg7! 

9. Bf7 (9.e5 d5!; 9.Be3 c5 10.Nb5 d5!) Kf7 

10. e5 d5 -+ (RCR 1/214). 


Nf3 8.Qf3 cd 9.h4 h6 10.Bc4 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Les Blackstock cites untested analysis 
by GM Agdestein which goes 7...c6!? 8.h4 
h6 9.Nd4 Ng6 10.Nf5 Be5°°. If anyone 
would care to take up the Black side 
perhaps we can reclassify Agdestein’s 
line from "improvement” to "bust" (or drop 
it altogether, as the case may be!). 

SOURCE 

Les Blackstock, TN Pocketbook 1.e4 
Vol.1 (London: Trends Publications, 
1993), p.28. 


C25 note 25 


SOURCE 

Polasek-Karolyi, Prague 1988. 


C26 note 28 

1 .e4 e5 2.NC3 Nf6 3.g3 Bc5 4.Bg2 Nc6 
5.Nge2 d6 6.0-0 h5 7.d3 h4 8.Bg5 hg 
9.Ng3 Nd4 10.Nh5 Ne6 11.Ng7?! Ng7 
12.Nd5 Nd5! 13.Bd8 Nf4 (diagram) with 
compensation -ECO, citing Augustin- 
Nunn, Moscow 1977. 

CORRECTION 

After the further moves 14.Bg5 Nge6 
15.Bf4 Nf4 16.Kh1 Be6, Minev quotes 
Nunn’s analysis as follows: 17.Qf3 Ke7 
18.Rg1 Rh6 19.Bf1 Rah8 20.Qg3 Bg4 
21 .Rg2 Ng2 22.Bg2 Rg6 -+. In the actual 
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After 13...Nf4 


game White played 17.Bf3?, losing 
quickly. 


SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.25-26 (December 
24, 1990), p.39. 


Black appears to have more than 
"compensation", since ECO’s stem game 
continued 17.d3 Bg4 18.f3 Qg3 19.Qg4 
Qf2 20.fe Qc2 -++. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 9.Nce4 (”? H -Shamkovich), 
White can try 9.Nd5!?. Shamkovich gives 
two possibilities: 9...Bg5 (9...Nd4 10.Ne7 
Qe7 11.Qg6) 10.hg Qg5 11.Qg5 hg 12.d3 
gives White an extra tempo over ECO’s 
line 7; and 9...b6 10.d3 Bb7 1l.Ne7 Qe7 
1 2.Rh3!. The conclusion? Quoting 
Shamkovich, "I believe analyzing this new 
line will give readers great pleasure." 

SOURCE 

Leonid Shamkovich, "Inside Track," 
Inside Chess, Vol.2, No.1 (January 23, 
1989), pp.28-29. 


C30 note 64 


C27 note 42 

1.e4 e5 2.NC3 Nf6 3.Bc4 Ne4 4.Qh5 
Nd6 5.Bb3 Be7 6.Nf3 0-0 7.h4 Nc6 
8.Ng5 h6 9.Nce4 Ne410.Bf7 Rf711.Qf7 
Kh8 12.Ne4 d5 13.Ng3 Nd4 14.Qg6 e4 
15.Kd1 Qd6 16.Qh5 Qf4 with 
compensation -ECO, citing Klaman- 
Nezmetdinov, USSR 1951. 



CORRECTION 


1.e4 e5 2.f4 Bc5 3.Nf3 d6 4.c3 f5 5.fe 
de 6.d4 ed 7.Bc4 fe 8.Ng5 



e3 9.Bf7 Kf8 10.Bg8 Qg5 11.0-0 Bf5 
12.cd ++- ECO. 

BUST 

8.Ng5 seems to be an error, which was 
duely punished in Gallagher-Costa, Biel 
1990. In that game Black continued from 
the diagram with 8...Nf6 9.Nf7 Qe7 
10.Nh8 (lO.cd Bb4 11.NC3 Rf8 12.Ne5 
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Ng4!) Nc6 11 .Bg5 (11.Nf7 is the complex 
alternative. An outline of Gallagher's 
analysis runs 11...Bg4! 12.Qb3 Bb6 
13.Qa3! Bc5 14.Qb3 [14...Qd7!?], trying 
to draw by repetition) Ne5 12.cd Bg4 
13.Qa4 Bd7 14.Qb3 Bd4 15.Nc3 (15.Qb7 
Bc6 16.BP5 Qb4) Nd3 16.Bd3 (better was 
16.Kd2Nc5 17.Qd1 0-0-0 -+) ed 17.Kf1 
0-0-0 18.Nf7 Rf8 19.Qc4 Bb6 20.Ne4 
Rf7 21 .Nd6 Qd6 22.Qf7 Qc5 23.Bh4 Qf5 
24.Ke1 Qe4 25.Kd2 Ba5, 0-1 (notes 
based on annotations by GM Gallagher). 

SOURCE 

Joe Gallagher, "Winning with the King’s 
Gambit" ( London: Batsford, 1992), 
pp.169-175. 


C31 line 1 

1.e4 e5 2.f4 d5 3.Nf3 de 4.Ne5 Nd7 
5.d4 



ed 6.Nd3 Ngf6 7.NC3 c6 8.Qf3 Nb6 
9.Nf2 Bb4 10.Bd2 Qe7 11.Qe2 Qe2 = 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Consider Blasco-lvanovic, Catanzaro 
1979 which, interestingly, reached the 
diagrammed position via 1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 d5 
3.Ne5 de 4.d4 Nd7 5.f4 (C40 note 7shows 
that White could have played 4.Bc4l). 
Anyway, the game continued 5...Nh6 


6.Bc4 Nb6 7.Bb3 Qh4 8.g3 Qh3 (=+ 
Ivanovic) 9.Qe2 f6 10.Nc4 (10.Nd3? Bg4 
11 .Nf2Qg212.Qe4 Qe4 13.Ne4 Bf3) Bg4! 
11 .Qe4 Kd7 12.Nb6 ab 13.Qb7 (13.Kf2 
Re8 14.Qd5 Kc8 15.Nc3 Bb4! 16.Qg2 
Qg2 17.Kg2 Bc3 18.be Re2 -+) Bb4 
14.Nc3 Rhe8 15.Kd2 (15.Kf2l?) Ra7! 
1 6.Qd5 Kc8 1 7.Kd3? (17.a3 !?- 
according to Ivanovic, when Minev gives 
17...Re2 18.Kd3, but not 17...Ra5 18.abi 
Rd5 [18...Ra1 Ba4i] 19.Bd5. After the text 
it’s over) Bf5 18.Kc4, 0-1. If 18.Kd2 Be4 
and ...Qg2. After 18.Kc4 Ivanovic 
analyzes 18...Bf8 19.Qc6 Re6 20.Qf3 
Qh5!l 21 .Qh5 Rc6 22.Kd5 Ra5 23.Kc6 
Bd7#. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vo 1.5, No. 11 (June 11, 
1992), p.29. 


C32 note 77 

1 ,e4 e5 2.f4 d5 3.ed e4 4.d3 Nf6 5.de 
Ne4 6.Nf3 Bc5 7.Qe2 f5 8.NC3 0-0! 
9.Ne4 fe 10.Qe4 Bf5 -+ ECO, citing 
Keres. 



CORRECTION 

Minev points out that this analysis was 
published by Simon Alapin in the French 
magazine Monde lllustre, dated 1903, 
before Keres was even born. 
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BUST 

Alapin’s analysis continues 11 .Qc4 Nd7 
12.Bd3 Qf6 13.h3 Rae8 14.Kd1°°. White 
has two pawns and Black has attacking 
chances. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "A Look at Simon Alapin," 
Inside Chess , Vol.2, No.13-14 (July 17, 
1989), p.28. 


C32 note 80 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 d5 3.ed e4 4.d3 Nf6 5.de 
Ne4 6.Nf3 Bc5 7.Qe2 Bf5 8.Nc3 Qe7 
9.Be3 Bb4!? 



9...Bb4 is given without comment or 
evaluation by ECO. 

CORRECTION 

Nocci-Reuter, corr. 1990 has provided 
some evidence with which to judge the 
merits of 9...Bb4!?, and it doesn’t look 
promising for the Falkbeer fans: 10.Bd2 
Bc3 (the CYB editors give 10...Nd2 

11. Kd2 Qe2 12.Be2 Nd7 +=) 11.be Nd2 

12. Kd2 Qe2 13.Be2 0-0 14.Bd3 Bd3 
15.cd Rd816.Rhe1 Kf817.Rab1 b618.c4 
Nd7 19.Re3 Re8 20.Ne5 Ne5 21.fe Re7 
22.d4 Rd8 23.Kd3 Red7 24.Rf3 Kg8 
25.Ke4 c6 26.d6 f6 27.Rbf1 c5 28.de be 


29.Rd3 Re8 30.Rf5, 1-0. Nocci made it 
look rather simple, didn’t he? 

SOURCE 

CYB 2/220 


C33 note 101 

1 ,e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Nc3 c6 5.d4 
Bb4 6.e5 Ne4 



7.Qf3 d5 8.ed 0-0 9.Nge2 Qh4 10.g3 
fg 11.hg Qg4 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

White rehabilitates this line with 7.Kf1!, 
when Rut-Conners, corr. 1989-91 went 
7...NC3 (7...BC3?! 8.bc Qh4 9.013! Ng3 
10.hg Qhl 11.B14 +- was Rut- Tomasovic, 
corr. 1989-90) 8.bc Bc3 9.Ba3 b5 (9...Ba1 
10.Bd6!) 10.Bd6! be (10...Ba1 11.Qg4 g5 
12.0h5 be 13.Qh6 Qb6! 14.N13! Obi 
15.Ne1 Bc3 16.Ke2! Bel 17.QI6 Qc2 =) 
11 .Qg4 g512.Nh3M Bd2 (12...Ba1 [12...h5 
13.015 and 14.Ng5 ++-] 13.N14! Bd4 
14.Nh5 Be5 15.Ng7! Bg7 16.Qe4 ++-) 
13.Nf2 c3 14.Ne4 Ba6 (14.„Qb6 15.Bc5! 
Qb2 16.Qg5!) 15.Kf2 Be3 16.Ke1 Qb6 
17.Qg5 Bd2 18.Nd2 cd 19.Kd1i, 1-0. 
Notes by Rut. 

SOURCE 
CYB 5/153. 


VOLUME C 


125 














C34 note 21 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 d6 4.d4 g5 5.h4 g4 
6.Ng1 Nf6 



7.NC3 Nh5 B.Qd3 Nc6 9.Nge2 Be7 
10.Qb5 f5 11.d5 a6 12.Qa4 b5 13.Nb5 
Bd7°o ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Instead of 13...Bd7 it is worth noting the 
game E.Donaldson-Weinstock, Seattle 
1990 in which Black played the bold 
13...ab!?. That encounter continued 
14.Qa8 Nb415.Nd4 0-016.Qa3 c5 17.dc 
d5 18.Qb3 fe 19.Bd2 Na6 20.0-0-0 Nc5 
21 .Qb5 Ng3 22.Ba5 Qd6 23.Nb3 Nhl 
24.Rd5 Qd5 25.Bc4 Qc4 26.Qc4 Be6, 
0-1/51 (for the complete score see NIC 25, 
P-73). 

BUST 

White doesn’t have to go into these lines 
at all, however. From the diagram he has 
7.Bf4! Ne4 8.Bd3! Qe7 (Hebden- Psakhis, 
Moscow 1986 went 8...f5 9.Ne2 Bg7 
10.Be4 fe II.BgS Bf6 12.Nbc3 Bg5 13.hg 
Qg5 14.Ne4 Qe3 15.Nf6 Kd8 16.Qd2! 
Qd2 17.Kd2 Nc6 18.Raf1 +-) 9.Ne2 Bg7 
10.0-0 0-0 11.Be4! Qe4 12.Nbc3 Qc6 
13.Qd2 d5 14.Ng3 Qf6 +- 15.Be5 Qh4 
16.Bg7 Kg7 17.Nd5! f5 18.Qf4 Nc6 
19.NC7 Rb8 20.Rae1 Kg8 21 .d5 Ne7 
22.Nh5! Qh5 (else 23.Qh6) 23.Re7 b5 
24.Rfe1 Rb6 25.d6 Qh4 26.g3 Qf6 


27.Ne8! Qb2 28.Qg5 Kh8 29.Rh7 Kh7 
30.Re7 Kh8 31.Qh5 Kg8 32.Qh7#, 
Hebden-Borm, Orange 1987. Notes 
based on annotations by GM Gallagher. 

SOURCE 

Joe Gallagher, Winning with the King’s 
Gambit (London: Batsford, 1992), 

pp.16-18. 

C34 note 22 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 d6 4.d4 g5 5.h4 g4 
6.Ng1 Bh6 7.Nc3 c6 



8.Bd3 Qf6 9.e5 de 10.Ne4 Qe7 11.de 
Qe5 12.Qe2°° ECO 

IMPROVEMENT 

White does better to concentrate on his 
development before rushing into 
complications. The best way to proceed 
looks like 8.Nge2l, e.g. 8...Qf6 9.g3! f3 
(9...fg 10.Ng3 Bel II.Rcl Qf4 12.Nce2 
Qe313.C4 and 14.Rc3 -Gallagher) 10.Nf4 
Qe7 11 .Bd3 Bg7 12.Be3 h5 13.Qd2 Nd7 
14.0-0-0 Nf815.Rhe1. White’s formation 
presents a pleasing picture of harmony, 
and after 15...Ne6 Gallagher notes that 
both 16.e5 and 16.d5 "look very 
dangerous" for Black, or White can even 
play positionally. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.19. 
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C34 note 36 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.e5 Nh5 5.Qe2 
Be7 6.d4 0-0 7.Nc3 d6 8.Bd2 Nc6! 



9.0-0-0 Bg4 =+ ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position White has 
9.d5!, mentioned in passing by Raeckij 
(Informant 54/279) without further 
analysis. The move does seem to put a 
crimp in Black's "slight advantage" 
however, since 9...Ne5 10.Ne5 is out of 
the question, and 9...Bh4 10.g3 followed 
by 0-0-0 leaves Black hanging, while 
9...Nb4 10.0-0-0 also looks 

unappealing. Any help for the Black team? 

C37 line 14 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.Bc4 g4 5.0-0 
gf 6.Qf3 Qf6 7.e5 Qe5 8.Bf7 Kf7 9.d4 
Qd4 10.Be3 Qf6 11.Bf4 Ne7 12.Nc3 Nf5 
(diagram) 13.Ne4 Qg6 14.g4 Be7 -+ 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Bangiev, citing Sapi and Schneider, 
gives 13.Nd5! Qg6 14.Rae1 Bc5 15.Be3 
Re8! 16.Bc5 Rel 17.Re1 d6 18.Ne7! dc 
19.Ng6, without evaluation. The reader is 
encouraged to contemplate the position 
after 19...Kg6 if he has a couple of days 
to kill. 



After 12...Nf5 


SOURCE 

Alexander Bangiev, Developments in 
the King’s Gambit (London: Quadrant 
Marketing Ltd, 1988), p.32. 

C37 note 2 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.d4 h6 5.Nc3 
Bg7 6.g3 d6? 7.gf g4 8.Ng1 Qh4 9.Ke2 
Nc610.Be3 



g3 11 .Nf3 Bg4 12.Kd2 Bf3 13.Qf3 Nd4 
14.Qg3+- ECO. 

BUST 

Black needn’t be in such a hurry to exploit 
his opponent’s King position: F.Larsen- 
Leeuwen, 11th Corr. 01. (prelim) 1991 
continued from the diagram with 10...Bd7! 
11.d5 (11.Bg2 0-0-0 12.062 f5 13.e5 de 
14.fe Ne5! ~Delabie) Nce7 12.Kd2 f5 
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13.Bg2 fe 14.Be4 0-0-0 15.Kc1 Nf6 
16.Nge2 Ne4 17.Ne4 Qh5 -+. 

SOURCE 

CYB 3/223. 


C37 note 3 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.d4 h6 5.h4 
Bg7 6.hg hg 7.Rh8 Bh8 8.g3 d5 9.gf g4 
10.Ng5 f6 11.f5 fg 12.Qg4 Bd4! 13.Nc3 
Bc314.bcQe7-++ ECO. 



BUST 

Looking a little further, White has 
15.Bg5! Qe4 16.Qe4 de 17.Bc4, when 
both 17...Ne7 18.f6 Ng6 19.f7 Kf8 
20.0-0-0 Nc6 21 .Rhl +-, and 17...Kf8 
18.f6 Nd7 19.f7 Ngf6 20.0-0-0 +- are too 
risky for Black. Therefore 17...Bf5! is 
called for, and Estrin considers the 
position "roughly equal". White should be 
able to round up the loose e-pawn with a 
drawn ending. 

SOURCE 

Estrin and Glaskov, Play the King's 
Gambit, 2 vols. (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 
1982), 1: pp.110-111. 


C37 note 72 

BCO-2 p.354 dismisses the Polerio- 
Muzio gambit with the line 1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 
3.Nf3 g5 4.BC4 g4 5.0-0 gf 6.Qf3 Qf6 
7.e5 Qe5 8.Bf7 Kf7 9.d4 Qf5 10.g4 Qg6 
11.Bf4 Nf6 12.Be5 d6 (ignoring ECO's 
12...Be7 which leads to equality! But in 
view of the following I’d stick with the text 
move) 13.Bf6 Bg4 14.Qg2 Rg8 15.Kh1 
Bf5 16.Qd5! += BCO-2 



BUST 

An outline of analysis by Tomihisa Kato, 
published in Chess Life, is presented 
below. Black looks to come out on top in 
all variations. After 16...Kf6 17.Nc3 
(17.Qb7c6; 17.Rf5Qf5 18.Qg8Qf1) Qg2! 
18.Qg2 Rg2 we have three branches: 

1) 19.Kg2 Nc6 20.Nd5 Kg6 21 .Nc7 Rc8. 

2) 19.Rf5 Kf5 20.Rf1 Kg6 21 .Rf8 Rc2. 

3) 19.Nd5 Kg6 20.Nc7 Rc2 21 .Na8 Be4. 

SOURCE 

Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life, December 1992, 

p.20. 
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C38 line 11 

1.e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.Bc4 Bg7 
5.0-0 h6 6.d4 d6 7x3 Nc6 8.g3 g4 9.Nh4 
f3 10.Nd2 Bf6 11.Qb3 



Bh4 12.Bf7 Kf8 13.Bh5 Qe7 14.Nf3 gf 
+- ECO. 

BUST 

Black should look to the safety of his 
King with 11...Rh7!, when Estrin gives 
12.Nf5 Bf5 13.ef Kf8! 14.Qb7 Na5 15.Qa6 
Nc4 16.Nc4, "with roughly equal 
chances". 

SOURCE 

Estrin and Glaskov, King’s Gambit, I: 
p.78. 


C38 note 53 

1.e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.BC4 Bg7 
5.0-0 h6 6.d4 d6 7x3 Ne7 8.g3 d5 9.ed 
fg 10.Ne5 gh II.Khl 0-0 (diagram) 
12.d6 Qd6 -+ ECO, citing Bobby 
Fischer. 

BUST 

Kuindzhi-Men, Batumi 1972 went 
instead 12.Nf7! Rf7 13.Rf7 Kf7 14.Bg5! 
Kg6 (14...hg 15.Qh5 Kf8 [15...Ng6 16.d6 



After 11...0-0 


Kf6 17.Nd2] 16.Nd2 is dangerous -Estrin) 
15.Bh4 Bf5 16.Qe2 Bf6 17.Qg2 Bg5 
18.Nd2 Qd6 19.Nf3 Nd7 20.Ng5, and 
Estrin observes that White’s attack was 
"sufficient for a draw." 

SOURCE 

Estrin and Glaskov, Play the King’s 
Gambit, 2 vols. (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 
1982), 1: pp.74-75 

C38 note 57 

1.e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.Bc4 Bg7 
5.0-0 h6 6.d4 d6 7x3 Nc6 8.g3 Nf6 9.gf 
94 
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10.Nfd2 d5 11.ed Nd5 12.Qe2 Qe7 

13.Ne4- ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Instead of 10.Nfd2 White has a strong 
try in 10.Ng5! 0-0 (10...hg 11.fg Ne4 
11 .Bf7, or 11 ...Bd7 12.gf Bf6 13.Bf7!) 
11 .e5, and Black is under heavy pressure. 

SOURCE 

Estrin and Glaskov, Play the King’s 
Gambit, vol.1 (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 
1982), p.75. 

C39 note 58 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.h4 g4 S.NeS 
d6 6.Ng4 Be7 7.d4 Bh4 8.Nf2 Qg5 9.Nc3 
Nf6 10.Qf3 



Bg3 11.Bd2 Nc6 12.BbS Bd7 13.Bc6 
be 14.0-0-0 0-0-015.Nd3, planning e5 
and Ne4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

ECO’s editor for this section didn’t check 
his Bilguer’s Handbuch. It gives 10...Ng4! 
II.Ncdl Nf2 12.Nf2 Nc6 13.c3 Bg3 

14. Kd1 (Mortimer-Rosenthal, Paris 1878 
went 14.Be2 Bd7 15.Bd2 0-0-0 =+) Be6 

15. Nh3 Qg7 (15...Qh4f? -SM John Hall) 
as better for Black, though Estrin claims 
that White can "maintain the balance" with 

16. Be2! 


IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 9.Nc3 White needs to play 
9.Qf3 as in Ressegnier-Lentz, corr. 
1912, which went 9...Nc6 10.Qf4 Bf2 
11 .Kf2 Qf4 12.Bf4 Nd4 13.Nc3! Be6 
14.Nb5 Nb5 15.Bb5 Bd7 16.Be2 Nf6 

17.e5 Ne4 18.Ke3 d5 19.c4 c6 20.Radi 
Be6 21 .Bf3 f5 22.ef Nf6 23.Be5 with a 
quick draw. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.96. 


C39 note 89 

1 ,e4 e5 2.f4 ef 3.Nf3 g5 4.h4 g4 5.Ne5 
Nf6 6.Bc4 d5 7.ed Bd6 8.d4 Nh5 9.0-0 
Qh4 lO.Qel Qel II.Rel 0-0 12.Nc3 
Bf5! 



13.g3 f3 14.Bh6 Re8 15.Nf3 Nd7 
16.Nh4 Ng3 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 13.g3, White can try either 
13.Ne4 or 13.Bd3 with good play in both 
cases, e.g. 13.Ne4 Be4 14.Re4f615.Ng4 
f5 16.Nh6 Kg7 17.Re6 Rf6 18.Rf6 Kf6 
19.Bd3 =. Alapin, cr. 1903 (!), analyzes 

13. Bd3 Be5! 14.de Bd3 15.cd Na6 16.Rf1 
Nb4 17.d4 c5 18.dc6 Nc6 = (Estrin and 
Glaskov, King’s Gambit, 1: pp.106-107). 
More recently, de la Villa-lzeta, 
Salamanca 1990 went 13.Ne4 Nd7 

14. Nd6 cd 15.Bd3 Bd3 16.Nd3 Rfe8 
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17.Bf4 Nf4 18.Nf4 Kg7 19.C4 Rac8 20.b3 
Kh6 21.a4 Kg5 22.Ne2 Re3 23.Rab1 
Rce8 24.Kf1 f5 25.Nc3 a6 26.Rbc1 h5 
27.a5 f4 28.b4 f3 29.Re3 Re3 30.c5 dc 
31 .dc fg 32.Kg2 Nf6 33.c6 be 34.de Ne8 
35.Nd5 Re2 36.Kf1 Rd2 37.Rc5 Kh4 
38.Nf6 Rd4 39.Ne8 g3 40.C7 Rdl 41 .Kg2 
Rd2 42.Kf3, 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Joe Gallagher, Trends in the King’s 
Gambit (London: Trends Publications, 
1990), p.33. 


C40 note 18 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 f5 3.d4 fe 4.Ne5 Nf6 
5.Bg5 d6 6.Nc3 de 7.de Qdl 8.Rd1 



Nfd7 9.Nd5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

8...Bg4! (or 8...h6! 9.Bf6 gf 10.Nd5 Kd7 
11.Nb6 Kc6 12.Na8 fe 13.Bc4 Bd6 14.a4 
Bg4 15. Rd2 Na6 16.Bd5 Kd7 -+ 
H.Tiemann) 9,Rd2 h6 10.Bf6 gf 11.Nd5 
Kf7 12.Nc7 Bb4 13.c3 Ba5 14.Bc4 Kg6 
15.Rd6 (16.Na8 Nc6 17.b4 Nb4 is 
interesting -ed) Nd7 16.Na8 Ra8 17.Bd5 
Ne5 18.Bb7 Rb8 19.Be4 Kg7 20.Ra6 Bb6, 
0-1/42. 


SOURCE 

De Wit-De Zeeuw, Netherlands 1989. 


C40 note 28 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 f5 3.BC4 fe 4.Ne5 Qg5 
5.d4 Qg2 6.Qh5 g6 7.Bf7 Ke7 8.Bg5 Nf6 
9.Qh4 Qhl 10.Kd2 



Bg711.Nc3 Qal 12.Nd5 ++- ECO. 
BUST 

Postal players keep tinkering with this 
opening and keep finding ways for Black 
to hang on. From the diagram 10...e3! is 
distracting, when Elburg- Downey, corr. 
1991 continued 11.fe Qg2 12.Kd3 Qfl 

13. Kd2 (trying to preserve c3 for the QN, 
since Black can defend if it develops 
Nd2-e4 without check -ed) Nc6 14.Nc3 
Qg2 15.Kd3 Ne5 16.de Kf7 17.Bf6 g5 
18.Qh5 Kg8 19.Bh8 b6 20.Bf6 Ba6 0-1, in 
viewof21.Nb5 Bb5 22.c4 Bc4 23.Kc3 Bb4 
24.Kb4 c5 (Elburg). After 10...e3! 
Alloin-Downey, corr. 1991 diverged with 
11 .Ke2 Bg7 12.Nc3 Qg2 13.Nd5 Kf8 

14. Ne3 Qe4 15.f4 d616.Bf6 de 17.de Bf6, 
0-1 (18.Qf6 Bg4 is painful -ed). Finally, if 
White avoids these lines with 10.Ke2 he 
runs into 10...Bg7 11.Nc3 Qf3! 12.Nf3 ef 
13.Kf3 Kf7, and 0-1/56 was the result in 
Jackson-Downey, corr. 1990-92. 
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SOURCE 

CYB 7/226. 


C40 note 40 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 f5 3.Ne5 Nc6 4.Nc6 dc 
5.d4 



Nf6 6.e5 Ne4 7.Be3 c5 8.g3 cd 9.Qd4 
+- ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Black has 5...Qh4!, 
when H.Tiemann analyzes 6.ef (6.e5 Be6 
7.c3 0-0-0 8.Bd3 c5 9.Be3 c4 10.Bc2g5 
11.Nd2 f4 12.Nf3 Qh5 13.Bd2 g4 14.Ng1 
Bd5 15J3 Qh4 16.Kf1 Nh6 17.Be4 g3 
18.h3 Be4 19JeRg820.Qe2Ng4 21.Qc4 
Nh2 22.Ke1 f3, 0-1/34 was Ruben- 
Sorensen, Copenhagen 1876) Bf5 7.Bd3! 
Bg4! 8.Be2 Nf6 9.Bg4 (9.h3 Be6 =+J Ng4 
10.Qe2 Kd711.Be3 Re8 12.Kd2 g6 13.g3 
Qh3 -+. 

SOURCE 

Tiemann and Vetter, Lettisches Gambit 
(Dusseldorf: Schachverlag Manfred 
Madler, 1980), p.32. 

C41 line 1 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.Bc4 Be6 4.Be6 fe 
5.d4 ed 6.Nd4 



e5 7.Ne6 Qe7 8.Qh5 g6 9.Qh3 Nf6 
10.Nc3 c6 11.0-0 Na6 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

6...Nf6! 7.Nc3 Qd7 8.0-0 e5 9.Nde2 
Be7, and 10...0-0 is equal according to 
Pachman, cited by GM Tony Kosten. 
Black would need to consider the 
consequences of 7.e5, but in any case this 
line is better than ECO’s. 

SOURCE 

Tony Kosten, Winning with the Philidor 
(New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1992), 
p.10. GM Kosten has done a good job of 
bringing the Philidor up to date; he will be 
our guide through the next few entries. 


C41 line 3 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 f5 4.Bc4 ed 
5.Ng5 Nh6 6.0-0 Nc6 7.Re1 f4 8.Bf4 Qf6 
9.Qd2 Ne5 10.Be2 Bg4 11.f3 Bd7 
12.Bg3 0-0-0 13.f4 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

After 10.Be2, Black has the 
improvement 10...Be7! 11 .Nf3 Nf3 12.Bf3 
Nf7 =+, since Kosten notes that Black can 
play 13...0-0 and 14...Ne5, or perhaps 
...g5 and ...h5. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.29. 
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C41 note 12 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 f5 4.de fe 5.Ng5 
d5 6.e6 Bb4 7.C3 Bc5 8.Ne4 Be7 



9.Qg4oo ECO. 

BUST 

In Sax-Kosten, Hastings 1990-1 White 
demonstrated a virtually forced 
advantage: 9.Ng5! Bg5 10.Qh5 g6 
11 .Qg5 Qg5 12.Bg5 Be6 (12...C6) 13.Bf4 
Nc6 14.Bc7 Kd7 15.Bf4 Re8 16.Na3 Bg4 
17.Kd2 Nf6 18.f3 Be6 19.Nb5 +-. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.24. 

C41 note 117 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 Nf6 4.de Ne4 
5.Qd5 Nc5 6.Bg5 Qd7 7.ed Bd6 8.Nc3 
0-0 9.O-0-0 Nc610.Be3 Ne711 .Qc4 b6 
12.Bc5 be 13.Bd3 (diagram) Ng614.Bg6 
hg 15.Ne4+= ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

13...Rb8!, threatening 14...Rb4, is better 
than ECO’s continuation, which seems to 
be directed against a phantom 
"sac-attack" at h7. Kosten analyzes 
14.Ne4 Qc6 15.Nd6 cd 16.Qe4 Qe4 
17.Be4 Rd8 18.Rhe1 h6 =+, noting 



After 13.Bd3 


Black’s extra center pawn. An optimistic 
assessment, perhaps, in view of Black’s 
three pawn islands; yet with a complex 
endgame coming up an evaluation of =/<*> 
can’t be too far off base. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.133. 

C41 note 54 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 ed 4.Nd4 g6 
5.NC3 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Qd2 0-0 
8.0-0-0 Nc6 9.Nc6 be 10.Bh6 



Re8 11 .Bg7 Kg7 12.Bd3 Bd7, and 
13...Qb8+= ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 
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Kosten points out an idea from the 
Sicilian Dragon, and plays 10...Bh6! 
from the diagram, analyzing 11 .Qh6 Rb8 
12.f3 Qe7 13.h4 d5 14.h5 Rb2 (14...Qb4 
15.hg fg 16.e5 Qb2 17.Kd2 Bf5 - 
Filipjenko) 15.Kb2 Gb4 16.Kc1 Qc3 
17.hg fg 18.ed Bf5 19.Bd3 Qa3 20.Kd2 
Bd3 21 .cd Qb2 22.Ke1 Re8 23.Kf1 Qe2 
-++. A hopeful variation, perhaps, but an 
indication of the action Black can 
generate. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.54. 



C41 note 64 


1 .e4 es 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 Nf6 4.NC3 Nbd7 
5.BC4 Be7 6.de de 7.Bf7 Kf7 8.Ng5 
Kg6 



9.f4 ef 10.Ne6 Qg8 11.Nc7 Rb8 
12.Bf4“ ECO. 

Unclear is correct, but Tim Harding 
(Philidor’s Defense: A Re-Appraisal, 2nd 
ed. [Dallas: Chess Digest, 1984], p.18) 
suggests that Black can try for more with 
11...Ne5 instead of 11...Rb8, and if 
12.Na8 Bg4 13.Ne2 (13.Qd4!?-ed.) Qc4 
14.Nc7 Qe4 yields a strong attack. This 
line is worth investigating, but let’s move 
on to ECO’s second option from the 
diagram, which goes 9.h4 h5 10.f4 ef 
11 .Ne2 Bd612.e5 Ne513.Nf4 Kh614.Nf7 
Nf7 15.Ne6 Kh7 16.Nd8 Rd8- . 


CORRECTION 

Take a look at this position, analyze it, or 
even play a few blitz games from here. 
Black should win nearly every time: as 
Kosten points out, White’s King is 
stranded in the center (17.0-0 Bh2) and 
Black has the weakened g3 and g4 
squares to aim at, not to mention the 
dynamic potential of three pieces for the 
Queen. Therefore " is a better 
evaluation of the diagrammed position. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.104. 

C41 note 69 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 Nf6 4.Nc3 Nbd7 
5.BC4 Be7 6.0-0 0-0 7.Qe2 ed 8.Nd4 
Ne5 9.Bb3 C5 10.Nf5 Bf5 11 .ef 
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Rc8 12.Bd5 Qd7 13.f4 Nc6 14.g4 Nd4 
15-Qdl b5 16.Bg2 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

11 ...Qd7! After this move why should 
Black stand any worse? Kosten cites 
Palciauskas-Staal, Corr. 1975, Fabiano- 
Kosten, San Bennedetto 1991, and 
Pfannkuche-S.Bucker, Sudlohn 1986 to 
prove his point, and analyzes 12.Nd5, 
12.Bf4, and 12.f4. Here’s a sample line 
from the diagram without notes: 11 ...Qd7! 
12.f4 Nc6 13.g4 d5 14.g5 c4 15.gf Bf6 
16.Ba4 Qf5 17.Bc6 be 18.Bd2 Qc2. Get 
Kosten’s book to fill in the blanks! 

SOURCE 

Ibid., pp.110-113. 


C42 line 1 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.Bc4 Ne4 4.Nc3 Nc3 
5.dc f6 



6.0-0 d6 7.Nh4 g6 8.f4 Qe7 9.f5 Qg7 
10.Qf3 Be7 =+ ECO. 

NOVELTY 

White should strike immediately with 
6.Nh4!?, which has been tested in a 
number of games. Szell-Autenrieth, 
Magyarorszag 1987 continued 6...a6 7.f4 
Qe7 (7...66? 8J5 gf 9.Qh5 Kd7 10.Nf5! 
++-) 8.f5 Qg7 9.fg ha 10,Qg4 Kd8 


(Szell-Fedorov, Berlin 1987 went 10...g5 
II.NfS Qg6 12.Bd3 Qh5? 13.Qh5 Rh5 
14.Ng7! Bg715.Bg6Ke716.Bh5d617.h4 
+-, while Kuznekov-Potapov, Rossija 
1992 saw 10...Nc6 11.Qg6 Qg6 12.Ng6 
Rh5 13.g4 Rh3 U.Bfl Rh7 15.Bd3 Rh3 
1/2-1/2) 11.Qa3 o5 12.Nf5 Qa6 (Informant 
55/300 improves with 12...Qh713.0-0 d5! 
14.Bd5 Bf5 IS.RfS Qf5 16.Bb7c6 17.Ba8 
Rh7~>) 13.Bd3 (13.0-01? d5l 14.B65! ~J 
d5 14.Ne7 Qf7 15.Nc8 e4 (15...KC8 
16.Bf5 Nd7 17.Be3 and 18.0-0-0 +-) 
16.Be2_Kc8_17.Be3 Bd6 18.Qf2 Qe6 
(18...Rh2 19.Rh2 Bh2 20.g3 Qh721.Bg4! 
Nd722.0-0-0C623.Rhl Bg324.Rh7Bf2 
25.Bd7 ++-) 19.h3 Nd7 20.0-0-0 Ne5 
21 .Rhfl . Now 21 ...Be7! would have held 
White to a slight advantage. Notes based 
on annotations by Pinter and Szell 
(Informant 44/372). In their annotations, 
however, they give the move 7,..c6i °° as 
better than 7...Qe7, but Larry Evans 
points out that 7...c6 "is now suspect" 
because of 8.f5 d5 9.fg dc 10.Qh5 Kd7. 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, June 1993, p.18. 


C42 note 21 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.Ne5 Ne4 4.Qe2 Qe7 
5.Qe4 d6 6.f4 de 7.fe f6 
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8.Nc3 Qe5 9.Qe5 fe 10.d4 Bb4 11.Bc4 
Rf8 12.Be3 Bg4 13.h3 Bh5 14.de Nc6, 

with compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

What kind of model is this? If 11...de is 
too risky, then surely 11 ...Nc6 or 12...Nc6 
is fine for Black. No matter, as White can 
strengthen his play from the diagram with 
8.d4! fe 9.de Nc6 10.Nc3! Qe5 II.QeS 
Ne5 12.Nb5 Bb4 (12...B66 13.Nd6 is 
unacceptable) 13.c3 Ba5 14.Bf4 0-0 
15.Be5 Re8 16.0-0-0! Re5 17.Rd8 Kf7 
18.BC4 Ke7 19.Rg8 +-. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Hertan also improves on ECO’s note 
24, which, instead of 6.f4, goes 6.d4 de 
7.de Nc6 8.Bb5 Bd7 9.0-0 0-0-0 
10.NC3 Ne5 11 .Be3 Bb5? 12.Nb5 Nc6 
13.Na7!, etc. +=. But the fault lies with 
12...Nc6?, not 11...Bb5, for if 12...a6! 
13.Nd4 (13.Nc3 = -ed) Nc4! the position 
favors Black. 

SOURCE 

Charles Hertan, "The Daring Damiano," 
Chess Life, March 1990, p.16. 


C42 note 26 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.Ne5 d6 4.Nf7 Kf7 
5.d4 



g6 6.NC3 Bg7 7.BC4 Be6 8.Be6 Ke6 9.f4 
Kf7 10.e5 Re8 11.0-0 Nc6 12.d5 de 
13.dc Qdl 14.Nd1 be = ECO. 

The Cochrane gambit. Although 
conventional wisdom says Black should 
return the piece for equality, he certainly 
doesn’t have to accept the simplified 
position reached in ECO’s line. Here are 
a couple of fighting ideas: 

NOVELTY 

From the diagram Konikowski analyzes 
5...C5 (5...g6 6.Nc3 Kg7 7.Be2 d5 8.e5 
Ne4 9.Ne4 de 10.0-0 Nc6 11.Be3 Be7 

12. Qd2 Re8°°) 6.dc Nc6 7.Bc4 Be6 
8.Be6 Ke6 9.0-0 (9.Nc3 del) d5 
(9...del?) 10.e5 Ne4 (10...Ne5?l 11.Qe2 
Bc5 12.Bf4 Qd6 13.Nc3 Rhe8 14.Rfe1 
Nd7 15.Radi +-) 11 .Qg4 Kf7 12.Nc3 Nc3 

13. Qf5 Ke8 14.be g6 15.Qh3 Bc5 
16.Bh6^. Happy hunting! 

SOURCE 

J. Konikowski, "Theory of the Russian 
Game," Fernschach International, March 
1992, p.144. 


C42 note 82 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.Ne5 d6 4.Nf3 Ne4 
5.d4 d5 6.Bd3 Bd6 7.0-0 0-0 8.c4 Be6 
9.Nc3 Nc310.bc dc ll.Be4 
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QcQ 12.Ng5 Bf5 13.Qf3 Be4 14.Qe4 g6 
15.Qh4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

GM Michael Rhode suggests 11...Bc8! =, 
observing that "...by the time White 
recovers the pawn, Black will have 
developed his pieces with a good game." 
Rohde offers no supporting analysis, but 
on the other hand we can’t find any games 
in which White has ventured 9.Nc3 after 
8...Be6. Proof by silence? 

SOURCE 

Michael Rohde, "Game of the Month," 
Chess Life , January 1993, p.34. 

C43 note 16 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.d4 Ne4 4.Bd3 d5 
5.Ne5 Nd7 6.Nd7 Bd7 7.0-0 Qh4 8.C4 
0-0-0 9x5 g6 10.NC3 Bg7 11 .Ne2 



g5 12.f3 Nf6 13.Be3 g4 14.g3 +- ECO. 
BUST 

Black should develop more calmly and 
sensibly with 11...Rhe8, when there can 
follow 12.b4 (Ivanchuk-Rozentalis , Manila 
1992 went 12.a4 Ng5 13.Ra3 h6f, and 
now 14.Be3°° is the suggestion of 
Rozentalis. The game actually went 

14. Bc2? Re2! 15.Qe2 Ne6 and 16...Nd4, 
0-1/33) Ng5 13.b5 Kb8 14.Bf4 Re2 

15. Bg5 Qg5 16.Be2 Qf4 17.c6 Be6 


18.Qc1 Qd4 19.Rb1 b6 20.Qd1 Qc5 
21 .Qa4 d4 22.Bd3 Qc3 23.Rfd1 Bh6 
24.Rb3 Qc5. At this point the score 
becomes garbled, but 1/2-1/2 in 33. Note 
the recurring theme of ...Re2 and picking 
off the d-pawn. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, pp.66-67. 

C43 note 100 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.d4 ed 4.e5 Ne4 
5.Qd4 d5 6.ed Nd6 7.Nc3 Nc6 8.Qf4 



NOVELTY 

Karpov introduced 8...Nf5! in his 1990 
match with Kasparov, which allows 
9...Bd6 to exploit White’s Queen 
placement. ECO considers five options on 
Black's eighth turn, all of which are 
thought to grant White his customary 
edge. Karpov's move is no cure-all, but 
the exclamation mark is to remind us that 
all the good ideas haven’t been 
discovered yet, even on move eight of the 
ancient Petroff. 

SOURCE 

Kasparov-Karpov, m/10, New York 1990. 
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C44 line 9 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.c3 Nf6 4.d4 Ne4 
5.d5 Bc5 6.dc Bf2 7.Ke2 be 8.Qa4 f5 
9.Nbd2 0-0 10.Ne4 fe 11 .Qe4 Bb6 



12.Kd1! d5 13.Qe5 Bf5!~ ECO. 

BUST 

It seems that White has better in the 
odd-looking 12.Kd2l, which prepares to 
support Bd3 after Black’s ...Bf5. One 
game went 12.Kd2! d6 (or 12...d5. In 
either case Black will drop another pawn 
-ed) 13.Bd3 Bf5 14.Qc6 +-. 

SOURCE 

Hector-Sandstrom, Kobenhavn 1991. 


C44 line 16 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 ed 4.Bc4 Bc5 
5.c3 dc 6.Nc3 d6 7.Bg5 (diagram) Nge7 
8.Nd5 f6 9.Bf6 gf 10.Nf6 Kf811 .Qcl , with 
compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position Black 
should try 7...Nf6!, as proposed by Sigurd 
Swenson in a letter to Chess Life. If 8.Nd5 
Black has 8...Bf2!, found by Ima Doofus 
(sic) and also discussed in Chess Life. 
The resulting variations are complex, but 



After 7.Bg5 


Black seems to come out on top (see the 
article cited below for a detailed analysis). 
Therefore, GM Wolff gives 8.0-0 h6 
9.Bh4 g5!? 10.Ng5 (10.Bg3*>) hg II.BgS 
Rg8, when he favors Black. Wolff 
concludes that 7...Nf6! "...is a serious 
challenge to the correctness of this 
gambit, which is usually thought to be bad 
for Black." 

SOURCE 

Patrick Wolff, "Theoretically Speaking," 
Chess Life, January 1993, p.22. 

C44 note 26 

1.e4 e5 2.N13 Nc6 3x3 d5 4.Qa4 f6 
5.Bb5 Nge7 6.ed Qd5 7.d4 Bg4 8.Bc4 
Qe4 9.Be3 Bf3 10.Nd2 
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Qg6 ll.gf, and 12.0-0-0 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 10...Qg6 Black has the 
winning shot 10...Bd1!, when Nieder- 
mayer-Krantz, 13th European Corr. Ch., 
1980-81 continued II.Kdl (11.Ne4 Ba4 

12. b3 ed 13.cd Na5 -++) Qg2 12.Kc2 ed 

13. Rag1 (13.Bd4 Nf5 14.Rae1 Be7 
15.Bb5 0-0 -+) Qh3 14.Qb3 Na5 15.Bf7 
Kd8 16.Qa4 Qd7 17.Qa5 de 18.Ne4 Nc6 
19.Qh5 Ne5 20.Rd1 Bd6 21.Nd6 cd 
22.Rd6 Qd6 23.Rd1 Qdl 24.Qd1 Kc7 
25.Bd5 ef 26.Qe2 Rad8 27.Bc4 Rd6, 0-1, 
since 28.Qf2 Nc4 29.Qc5 Rc6, or 28.b3 
Rhd8 29.Qf2 Rd2, or 28.Bb3 Ng4! Notes 
based on annotations by Estrin. 

SOURCE 

Estrin and Glaskov, Three Double King 
Pawn Openings (Corapolis: Chess 
Enterprises, 1982), pp.85-86. Anything 
with Yakov Estrin’s name on it is worth 
buying. 

C44 note 37 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.c3 d5 4.Bb5 de 
5.Ne5 Qg5!? 6.Qa4 Qg2 7.BC6 be 8.Qc6 
Kd8 9.Rf1 Bh3! 10.Qa8 Ke7 II.Kdl Qfl 
12.KC2 Bf5! 13.Na3!<~ ECO. 



CORRECTION 

According to the latest analysis this line 
should end in a draw by perpetual check. 


Estrin cites Christov’s research, an outline 
of which goes 13...e3 (13...Nh6 is shown 
to lose) 14.d3 e2 15.Bg5 f6 16.Qd5 Be6 
(again 16...Nh6 won't work) 17.Nc6 Kf7 
18.Nd8 Ke7 (18...Kg6 19.Qe6 Qal 
20.0e8 Kg5 21.NU Kh4 22.Qe4 Kh3 
23.Qf3 Kh2 24.Qe2 Ba3 25.Qh5 Kg2 
26.Qg4 with perpetual check) 19.Nc6 Kf7, 
and we have another perpetual check 
(Estrin and Glaskov, Three Double King 
Pawn Openings, p.69). 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 6.Qa4 White does better to 
play 6.d4l, when the game Jurgens- 
Krempei, corr. 1989-91 proceeded 
6...Qg2 7.Rf1 Bd6! 8.Nc6 be! 9.Bc6 Ke7 
10.Ba8 Ba6! 11.Nd2 Nf6 12.Bc6 Bd3!7 
13.Be4!l Ne4 (13...Be4 14.Qe2) 14.Qf3 
Bf 1 15.Qe4 Kd8 16.Qg2 Bg2 17.f3! Bh2 
18.Kf2 Bh3 19.Ne4 h6 20.Be3 Bf5 
21 .Rhl, and now 21 ...Bd6 is best (notes 
by Falchetta). 

SOURCE 

CYB 7/232. 

C44 note 141 

l.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 ed 4x3 dc 
5.BC4 cb 6.Bb2 d6 +- ECO. 



This note gives two separate lines for 
White, each ending in a clear advantage 
for the first player. ECO's coverage here 
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is very superficial, since both seventh 
moves cited are really second-rate tries. 
First, therefore, we’ll dispose of the 
Encyclopedia’s recomendations, and 
then demonstrate a proper strategy for 
White. From the diagram ECO continues 
with 7.Nc3 and 7.Qb3: 

BUST 1) 

7.Nc3 Be6 8.Nd5 +- (ECO). In the first 
place, Black can now play 8...Na5 or 

8...Ne5 (Schwarz), standing well enough 
in each case. But even better is 7.Nc3 
Be7! 8.Qb3 Nh6 9.Nd5 f6 10.0-0 Na5 -+, 
as in Csom-Barczay, Budapest 1967. 

BUST 2) 

7.Qb3 Nh6 8.Na3 Bd7 9.Bc3 +- (ECO). 
This line was lifted from Bilguer’s 
Handbuch, and refers to a game between 
amateurs dated 1875! Black should 
instead play 7...Na5 8.Bf7 Ke7 9.Qd5 c6 
(not 9...Nf6?, as given in The Goring 
Gambit [Dallas: Chess Digest, 1976], 
p.24, because 10.Bf6 gf 11.Bh5 wins 
-Schwarz) 10.Qg5 Nf6. Now Schwarz 
credits Botterill and Harding with 11.Bh5 
Nc4 12.BC3 h6 13.Qh4 g5 14.Ng5 hg 
15.Qg5 Ne5 16.Be5 Qa5 -+. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Best play from the diagram is probably 
7.0-0 Be6 8.Be6 fe 9.Qb3 Qd7 10.Ng5 
Nd8 11.f4 Nf6 



with mutual chances (although Black won 
here). Szabo-Kocsis, corr. 1970 continued 
12.f5e513.Nc3h614.Ne6c615.Rad1 Ne6 
16.fe Qc7 17.Kh1 Be7 18.0c4 Qa5 19.a4 
Qc5 20.Qb3 Qb6 21 .Qa2 Ng4 22.Bel Rf8 
23.Rf8 Kf8 24.Rf1 Kg8 25.h3 Nf6 26.Rf6 Bf6 
27.e7 Kh7 28.Qf7 Qf2 29.e8=Q Re8 
30.Qe8 Bh4, 0-1. 

SOURCE 

Rolf Schwarz, Goring Gambit 
(Heidelberg: Schachverlag Rudi 
Schmaus, 1978), pp.63-65. 


C44 note 142 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 ed 4.c3 dc 
5.Bc4 cb 6.Bb2 Bb4 7.Nc3 Nge7 8.Ng5 
Ne5 9.Qh5 




g6 10.Qh6 Nc4 11.Qg7 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

9...g6 is a horrible move. Black has to try 

9...N7g6, which maintains the hit on 
White’s Bc4 and plans 10...d6 or ...d5, 
when ...Bg4 would be cruel. Who’s better? 
Hard to tell, but 7...Nge7 can’t be Black’s 
best defense in any case. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.66. 
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C45 note 29 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 ed 4.Nd4 Nf6 
5.Nc6 be 6.e5 Qe7 7.Qe2 Nd5 6.c4 Nb6 
9.Nd2 Bb7 10.b3 0-0-0 11.Bb2 



Qe6 12.0-0-0 Be7 13.f4 Rhe8 
14.Nf3 += ECO. 

NOVELTY 

From the diagram Black recently tried 
11 ...c5!?. There followed 12.0-0-0 d613.ed 
Qd614.Qg4 Kb8 15.Be2 h5 16.Qf5 Qh6~>. 

SOURCE 

Chandler-Adams, Hastings 1991-2. 

C47 note 16 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.NC3 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.Nd5 h6 



6.Nd4 Bc5 7.Be3 Nd5 B.ed Nd4 9.Bd4 
Bd4 10.Qd4 0-0 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White should continue as in Gersch- 
viller-Saltzmann, Switzerland 1965 with 
6.Bf4! d6 7.Nd4 Ne5? (7...Be7; 7...Nd4 
8.Qd4 Be7, but += in any case -Minev) 
8.Be5! de 9.Bb5 Nd7? 1O.Ne6!, 1 -0. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.7 (April 13,1992), 
p.29. 


C47 note 21 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.Nd5 Ne4 6.Qe2 f5 7.Ng5 d3 8.cd Nd4 
9.Ne4 Ne2 10.Bg5 



Be7 11.Be7 Qe7 12.Ne7 fe 13.Nc8 ed 
14.Be2 de 15.Nd6 = ECO. 

BUST 

GM Nunn points out that White can 
probably win with 13.Nd5! (13...Nd4 14.Nc7 
Kd8 15.Na8 Nc2 16.Kd2 Nal 17.de -ed.) 
but unfortunately he can’t get that far. The 
move that really cracks this line wide open 
is 10...Nf4!l, after which White can pack his 
pieces, e.g. 11.Bf4 (11.Bd8 Nd5 -ed) Bb4 
12.Kd1 0-0-++. 
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SOURCE 

John Nunn, New Ideas in the Four 
Knights {London: Batsford, 1993), p.31. 

C47 note 23 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.Nd5 Ne4 6.Qe2 f5 7.Ng5 d3 8.Cd Nd4 
9.Qh5 gS 10.Qh4 c611 .de cd 12.ed Bg7 
13.Qg3 0-0 14.d6!?°° ECO. 



BUST 

Continuing from the diagram, Mishuchkov- 
Malinin corr. 1991 concluded convin¬ 
cingly with 14...Qa5 15.Bd2 (15.Kd1 
Qd5! 16.BU3 b5 ■+) Re8 16.Kd1 Qa4 
17.b3 Nb3 18.BC4! Qc4 19.ab Qg4! 
20.Qg4 fg 21 .Ra4 h6 22.Re4 (22.Ne4b5 
23.Rb4 a5 -++) Rf8 23.h4 hg 24.h5 a5! 
25.Bg5 (25.hg Ra6 26.Re7 Rd6 27.Rh7 
Rg6!) b5 26.h6 Bc3 27.Re3 Bd4 28.Re4 
Bal 29.Kd2 Bb7!, 0-1. Notes based on 
annotations by Malinin. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.81. 

C47 note 42 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.Nd4 Bb4 6.Nc6 be 7.Bd3 d5 8.ed Qe7 
9.Qe2 cd 10.Qe7 Ke7 1l.Bd2 c6 
12 . 0 - 0-0 



Rd813.Na4 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

According to analysis by Shirov Black 
should play 12...Be6l, which not only 
looks more harmonious but has the virtue 
of stopping White’s eventual c4 central 
jab. Shirov continues with 13.Na4 Bd6 
(13...Bd2(? 14.Rd2 Nd7) 14.Be3 Nd7, 
followed by 15...C5 =. 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, p.99. 

C48 line 9 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bb5 Nd4 
5.Ba4 Bc5 6.Ne5 0-0 7.Nd3 Bb6 8.e5 Ne8 
9.0-0 d6 10.ed Nf6 11.d7 Bd7 12.Bd7 
Qd713.Ne1 Rae814.d3 Ng415.Nf3 
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Nf3 16.Qf3 Nf2 17.Nd5 Qd5 18.Qd5 Nh3 
= ECO. 

BUST 

Black can grab the brass ring with 
15...f5! 16.h3 Qd6!, when we have 
reached, by transposition, Rufenacht- 
Scebenjuk, corr. 1984-7 (the move order 
was 14.Nf3 Ng4 15.h3 f5 16.d3 Qd6 -can 
White exploit this difference?). The game 
continued 17.hg Nf3 18.Qf3 (18.gf3 Qg3 
19.Kh1 Qh3 20.Kg1 fg -++ Scebenjuk) fg 
19.Qd5 Qd5 20.Nd5 Bf2! 21.Kh1 Re5 
22.Nf4 Bg3 23.Bd2 Ref5 24.Rae1 g5 -++. 


SOURCE 

Informant 45/363 


C48 note 39 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bb5 Nd4 
5.Ba4 Nf3 6.Qf3 c6 7.0-0 d6 8.d3 Be7 



9.h3 h6 10.Bb3 Be6 = ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram White has 9.Nd5! Nd7 
(9...Nd5? lO.ed b5 11.dc ba 12.c7 wins 
-Adams) 10.Ne7 Qe7 11.c3 +=, on 
account of the Bishop pair. Kamsky- 
Adams, Dortmund 1992. 


Informant 54/302. 


C48 note 51 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bb5 Nd4 
5.Ba4 Bc5 6.Ne5 0-0 7.Nd3 Bb6 8.e5 
Ne8 9.Nd5? d6 



10x3?! Qh4 11.Ne3 Qe4 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position White 
should play 10.Ne3! with a solid position, 
e.g. 10...Qg5 11.ed (Short-Timman, 
Linares 1992 went 11.f4l? Qg6 12.0-0 
f6!, when Timman gives 13.KhH? c6°°) 
Nd6 12.0-0, and now Huebner analyzes 
12...N4f5 13.Ne1 Ne3 14.fe Bg4 15.Nf3 
Qh5 16.Qe1 c6, planning 17...Rae8°°. 

SOURCE 

Nunn-Huebner, Munich 1991 ( Informant 
51 /305). See also Informant 55/314 for an 
interesting game in this line. 


C49 line 5 

1 .e4e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf 6 4.Bb5 Bb4 
5.0-0 0-0 6.d3 d6 7.Bg5 Bc3 8.bc Ne7 
9.Nh4 c610.Bc4 d511 .Bb3 Qd612.f4 de 
13.de Qc514.Kh1 


SOURCE 
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Ng4 15.f5 +- ECO. 


BUST 

From the diagram GM Nunn credits 
Rellstab for first mentioning 14...Ne4! (in 
Fernschach), after which Nunn analyzes 
15.Be7 Qe7 16.Qe1 Nc5! 17.fe Be6 =+. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 13.de?! Nunn gives 13.fe Qe5 
14.Bf6 gf 15.de Be6 without evaluation. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.111. 


C49 note 26 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bb5 Bb4 
5.0-0 0-0 6.d3 d6 7.Bg5 Bc3 8.bc Ne7 
9.Nh4 Ne8 10.f4 f6 11.fe 



fg 12.Rf8 Kf8 13.Qf3, planning 14.Rf1 +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

Black should simply play 11...del with 
safe equality. 

SOURCE 

Nunn, Four Knights, p.110. 

C52 note 72 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Bc5 4.b4 Bb4 
5.C3 Ba5 6.d4 d6 7.Qb3 Qd7 8.de Bb6 
9.Bb5 a610.Ba4 Bc511 ,c4 Nge712.0-0 
0-0 13.Nc3 



Qd8 I4.ed cd l5.Nd5 Nd5 I6.ed +- 
ECO. 

BUST 

It’s interesting that, in the annotations to 
Losev-V.Ivanov, Ufa 1990, the editors of 
Russian Chess Review rate the position 
after 10...Bc5(!) as slightly favoring Black. 
Thatgame continued, rather unevenly, from 
the diagram with 13...Qg4! 14.ed cd?! 
(14...Bd6 =+) 15.Qb1 (15. Nd5 Nd5 16. Bc6 
[16.edor 16.cd, then 16...Nd4]bc 17.edcd 
18.cd Bf5/Bd7 =+) Ng616.h3? (16.Nd5Nd4 
17.Bd1 =+) Qh5 -+, 0-1/33. Notes based on 
comments in Russian Chess Review. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/226. 
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C52 note 75 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Bc5 4.b4 Bb4 
5.C3 BaS 6.d4 d6 7.Qb3 Qd7 8.de de 
9.Ba3 Bb6 10.Nbd2 Nh6! 11.0-0 f6 
12.Rad1 Na5 13.Qb4 Nc4 14.Nc4 Qe6 =+ 
ECO. 



BUST 

P.Rodriguez-L.Valdes, Cuba 1990-91 
continued 1 5.Rd5! +- (threatening 
16.Nfe5) c5 (15...Bd7 [15...Nf7 16.Rfd1] 
16.Nfe5 0-0-0 17.Nd7 Rd7 18.Nb6 ab 
19.Qa4 ++-) 16.Qa4 Bd7 17,Rd7 Qd7 
18.Nb6 Qa4 19.Na4 



b6 20.Rd1 Rd8 21.Rd8 Kd8 22.c4 Nf7 
23.Nc3 Nd6 24.Nd2 Kd7 25.Kf1 Kc6 
26.Ke2 a6 27.Kd3 Rd8 28.Nd5 Rd7 29.g3 
b5 30.f3 Nb7 31 .Bb2 Nd6 32.g4 h6 33.h4 


Nf7 34.Ke2 Kd6 35.Nf1 Nd8 36.Nfe3 Ne6, 
and now White should have played 37.Nf5 
Kc6 38.Kd3 Nt4 (38...Nd4 39.Nd4 cd 

40. Ba3 +-) 39.Kc2 Ne6 (39„.bc 40.Nf4 ef 

41. h5 and 42.Bel +-) 40.Kb3 +-. Notes 
based on those in the Informant. 

SOURCE 

Informant 51/307. 


C52 note 77 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.BC4 Bc5 4.b4 Bb4 
5x3 Ba5 6.d4 d6 7.Qb3 Qd7 8.de de 
9.0-0 Bb6 lO.Rdl Qe7 11,Rd5 a6 
12.Nbd2 Qf613.Nil Be6 



14.Bg5 Qg6 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

Kalsch-Yerofeev, corr. 1986-88 saw 
14.Ng3!! Bd5 (14...Nge7 15.Bg5 Qg6 

16. Be7) 15.ed Nb8?i (15...Nce7 16.Bg5 
Qg6 17.d6! Qd6 18.Bf7 Kf8 19.Ne4 Oc6 
20.Ne5 Qb5 21.Bh5 +-) 16.Bg5 Qg6 

17. Re1 f6 18.d6 Nh6 19.de Nd7 20.Bh6, 
1-0 because of 20...Qh6 21.Ba6! and 
22.Qe6 (notes based on annotations by 
GM Short). 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.20 (October 15, 
1990), p. 18. 
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C53 line 11 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Bc5 4x3 Qe7 
5.d4 Bb6 6.0-0 d6 7.h3 Nf6 8-Rel h6 
9.a4 a6 



10.Be3 g5 11.de de 12.Bb6 cb 13.Nh2 
Be6 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

It appears that White can force Black to 
surrender his strong-point on e5 with an 
early Queenside pawn storm. Instead of 
10.Be3, 10.b4 was played in a postal 
game which abruptly concluded after 
10...g5 11.a5 Ba7 12.b5 ab 13.Bb5 Kf8 
14.a6 (14.Ba3!? -ed) ed 15.cd Ne4? (a 
blunder, but good moves were becoming 
scarce) 16.Qc2! 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Kristol-Marcussi, corr. FM 3/4 Final. 

C54 line 12 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Bc5 4.c3 Nf6 
5.d4 ed 6.cd Bb4 7.Nc3 Ne4 8.0-0 Bc3 
9.d5 Bf6 lO.Rel Ne7 11.Re4 d6 12.g4 
0-013.g5Be5 14.Ne5 



de 15.Re5 Ng6 16.Re1 Qd7 =+ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of ECO’s 16.Re1, White’s plan 
should be to play 16.Re4 and 17.Rd4 as 
in several games cited in the source 
reference below. It probably doesn’t make 
much difference, however, after seeing 
Rufenacht-Smit, corr. 1991. That game 
continued from the diagram with 14...Bf5! 
15.Re3 de 16.Re5 Qd717.b4 Ng618.Re3 
Rae819.Qd4 Re3 20.fe Qe7 21 .Bb2? (but 
White is lost anyway) Qg5 22.Kh1 Nh4!, 
0-1 in view of 23.Rg1 Qgl! 24.Kg1 Nf3 
-Smit/Bottlik. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.77. 


C54 note 63 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Bc5 4x3 Nf6 
5.d4 ed 6.cd Bb4 7.Nc3 Ne4 8.0-0 Bc3 
9.d5 Bf6 lO.Rel Ne7 11.Re4 d6 12.Bg5 
Bg5 13.Ng5 0-0 14.Nh7 Kh7 15.Qh5 
Kg8 16.Rh4 f5 17.QM7 Kf7 18.Rh6 Rg8 
19.Re1 Qf8 20.Bb5 Rh8 21.Qh8 gh 
22.Qh7 Kf6 23.Re7 
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Qe7 24.Qh6 Ke5 25.Qe3 Kf6 26.Qh6 Kf7 
27.Qh7, with a draw by perpetual 
check -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Graham White, in a letter to Inside 
Chess , observes that Black can fight 
on with 23...c6! f with a likely 
continuation being 24.dc Qe7 25.Qh6 
Kf7 26.Qh7 Ke6 27.Bc4 d5 28.Bd5 Kd6 
29.Qe7 Ke7 30.cb. True, White can 
draw after 30...Bb7 31.Bb7 Rb8 and 
32...Rb2 (The position is probably 
drawn, but the onus is on Black - Hall). 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, "Letters to the 
Editor," Vol.3, No.9 (May 14, 1990), 
p.3. 


C54 note 64 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Bc5 4.c3 
Nf6 5.d4 ed 6.cd Bb4 7.Nc3 Ne4 
8.0-0 Bc3 9.d5 Bf6 lO.Rel Ne7 
11 .Re4 d6 12.Bg5 Bg5 13.Ng5 h6 
14.Qe2 hg IS.Rel Be6! 16.de f6 -+ 
ECO. 



BUST 

17,Re3! d5 (Bottlik analyzes 17...0-0 

18. Qh5, or 18.Bd3 g6 19.Bg6 Ng6 20.e7 

Ne7 21.Re7 Rf7 22.Rf7 Kf7 23.Qh5 Kg7 
24.h4i ++-; 17...Ng6 18.Qc2 Ne7 
[18...Ne5? Re5] 19.Rh3 Rh3 20.gh f5 
21.Bd3 +-. Szecsi-Szarka, corr. 1987 
went 17...C6 18.Rh3 Rh3 19.gh g6 when 
Bottlik gives 20.Rd1i? Nf5 [20...d5 21.h4] 
21.Bd3 Nh4 22.Bg6 Ke7 23.Qd3 Ng6 
[23...d5 24.Bf5*°] 24.Qg6 Qg8°°, 

Informant 43/397) 18.Rh3 Rf8 (18...Rh3 

19. gh g6 20.Qf3 Qd6 21.Qf6 Qf4!22.Qh8 
Qf8 was Nyffeler- Kovacs corr. 1989-91, 
and Kovacs analyzes 23.Qe5 0-0-0 
24.Bd3 Qf4 - Informant 54/310) 19.Bd3 
Qd6 2Q.Qh5 Kd8 21.QIZ Re8_22.QaB Kefi 
23.Rh8 No8 24 .Rq 8 Ke7 25.Ra8 Qb4 
26.Kf1 Qb2 27.Bg 6. 1-0. Szecsi-Heinrich, 
corr. 1986 (Informant 42/389).These lines 
show the attacking power White can 
muster with Re4-e3-h3. 

IMPROVEMENT 

We can’t consider the Moller attack 
(9.d5) to be revived, however, due to the 
following game: 16...f5! 17.Re3 g4 (now 
White’s plan is off -ed) 18.h3 d5 19.Bb3 
c6 20.hg Qd6 21.Rh3 Rh3 22.gh fg 
23.Qg4 0-0-0 24.Kh1 Rf8 25.Qd4 Qf4 
26.Qf4 Rf4 27.Rg1 g6 28.Kg2 Kc729.Bd1 
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Re4 30.Bg4 Kd6 31.Kf3 Ke5 32.h4 Nf5 
33.h5 Nd4 34.Kg3 gh 35.Bh5 Ne6 36.13 
Re2 37.Rb1 Nf4 38.Bg4d4, 0-1. 

SOURCE 

Sepulveda-Servat, Argentina 1989. 


C55 line 13 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.Ng5 Ne5 6.Bb3 h6 7.f4 hg 8.fe Ne4 



9.Qd4 Nc5 10.Nc3 d6 11.Be3 Nb3 

12. ab de =+ ECO. 

BUST 

White found 9.Bd5! in Zeziulkin- 
Kalesnik, USSR 1987, a move that seems 
rather obvious in hindsight. The game 
continued with 9...Bb4 (9...Nc5 10.0-0 
Ne6 11.Of3 Qe7 12.Na3! g4 13.Qg4 d6 
14.Nc4 +- was Naivelt-Juneew, URS 
1987) 10.c3 dc 11.be Nc3 12.Bf7 Kf8 

13. Qb3 Qe7 14.0-0 +-. Critical marks by 
Heemsoth. 

SOURCE 

CYB 7/241. 


1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.e5 d5 6.Bb5 Ne4 7.Nd4 Bc5 8.Nc6 Bf2 
9.Kf1 Qh4! 



10.Nd4 c6 11 .Nf3 Ng3 12.Kf2 Ne4! -+ 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

ECO’s clear advantage is probably a 
winning advantage after 13.Ke2 Qf2 
14.Kd3 Bf5, etc. Yes, White is worse, but 
he doesn’t have to get squashed this 
badly. 10.Nc3! is good for some clock 
time. This move is not even mentioned in 
Estrin’s book on the Two Knights, but 
Edward Winter cites analysis by Hermann 
Keidanz dated 1905. White is still rowing 
a leaky boat, yet he can surely score a blitz 
game or two with 10.Nc3. 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, February 1989, p.51. (No peeking!) 


C55 note 83 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.Ng5 Ne5 6.Bb3 h6 7.f4 hg 8.fe Ne4 
9.Qd4 d5 10.Bd5 Ng3 11.Qa4 


C55 note 67 
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Bd7 12.Bf7 Kf7 13.Qb3 Be6 14.Qg3 +- 
ECO. 


BUST 

Instead of 11...Bd7 Black would 
stand well after 11 ...Qd7!, e.g. 12.Bf7 
Kf7 13.Qb3 Kg6 14.Qg3 Qg4, as in 
the game Carleson-Van Oosterom, 
correspondence, 1987-8. The point 
is moot, however, since White can 
play much more strongly in the 
diagrammed position. ECO gives 
9.Qd4 Nc5 10.Nc3 d6 11.Be3 Nb3 
12.ab de =+ (line 13). 

SOURCE 

CYB 7/241. 



17.RC4 Be6 = ECO. 


BUST 

With the simple 17.Bd6! cd 18.Ra6 
White obtains a clear advantage, since 
18...Rf6 19.Rd1 drops a pawn. 

SOURCE 

I.Kuznecov-Pasternak, Rossija 1992. 

C56 note 49 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.0-0 Ne4 6.Re1 d5 7.Bd5 Qd5 8.Nc3 
Qa5 9.Ne4 Be610.Neg5 0-0-0 l1.Ne6 
fe 12.Re6 Bd613.Bg5 Rde814.Qe1 Qel 
15-Rael Re616.Re6 Kd7 = ECO. 


C56 line 3 

1 .e4 e5 2,Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.0-0 Ne4 6.Re1 d5 7.NC3 dc4 8.Re4 
Be7 9.Nd4 f5 10.Rf4 0-0 11.Nc6 Qdl 
12.Nd1 bc13.Rc4Bd614.Nc3c515.Bf4 
Be6 16.Ra4 Bd7 
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BUST 

GM Andy Soltis has published extensive 
analysis of this position, showing that 
White can force a winning endgame. A 
bare outline of his main line runs as 
follows: 17.Re4 Re8 18.Re8 Ke8 19.Kf1 
Kf7 20.Bd2 h6 21 .Ke2 Ke6 22.Kd3 Kd5 




23.Nd4!! Nd4 24.c4 Ke5 25.f4 Kf5 
26.Kd4 Bf4 27.Bf4 Kf4 28.b4!, and White 
will be able to engineer a breakthrough on 
the Queenside well before Black can 
organize a defense. 

SOURCE 

Andrew Soltis, Winning with the Giuoco 
Piano and Max Lange {Dallas: Chess 
Digest, 1992), pp.102-105. 


C56 note 64 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.d4 ed 
5.0-0 Ne4 6.Re1 d5 7.Bd5 Qd5 8.Nc3 
Qa5 9.Ne4 Be610.Bd2 Bb411.Nd4 Nd4 
12.c3 0-0-0 13.Cb Qf5? 14.RC1 
(diagram) Kb8 15.RC5 Bd5 16.Ng3 Qd7 

17. Bg5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black can play 14..,Bd5 15.Ng3 Qg6 
16.Rc7 (16.Bf4 Bc6=+) Kc7 17.Bf4 Kc8 

18. Qd4 b6. Interestingly, this position was 



After 14.Rc1 


covered in ECO’s 1 st edition with the note 
that White wins after 19.Re7. Writing in 
Chess Life, however, GM Andy Soltis 
points out that Black has a shot: 19.Re7 
Qbl 20.Nf1 Qfl 21.Kfl Bg2 22.Kg2 Rd4 
-+, e.g. 23.Ra7 Re8 24.Rc7 Kd8 25.Rf7 
Re7. Instead of 19.Re7, White tried 

19. Qe5 in Scherrer-van der Sterren, 
Adelaide 1986-7, but after 19...Kb7 

20. Qc7 Ka8 21.Re7 Qbl 22.Bel Qa2 
Black was winning. It seems that 13...Qf5 
needn’t be retired yet. 

SOURCE 

Andy Soltis, "Chess to Enjoy," Chess 
Life, February 1990, p.8. 


C57 line 5 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 Bc5 
5.Bf7 Ke7 6.Bd5 Rf8 7.Nf3 Nd4 
(diagram) 8.Nd4 Bd4 9.0-0 c6 10.C3 
Bb6 11.Bb3 Ne4 12.d4 ed = ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position White has 
8.b4! Nf3 9.gf Bb4 10.C3 Bc5 11.d4 ed 
12.Bb3 dc 13.e5 Ne4 14.Qd5 Bf2 15.Ke2 
h6 16.Qe4 Bb6 17.Qg6 d5 18.Ba3 c5 
19.Nc3 Be6 20.Radi, with a winning 
position in Chashchikhin-Stepakin, corr. 
1990-91. No doubt Black’s play can be 
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After 7...Nd4 


improved, but he can sidestep the entire 
issue with the following: 

NOVELTY 

Instead of 6...Rf8 Black has tried 

6...Qe8 7.c3 Rf8 8.d4 (8.Nt3 Qh5!) ed 

9. Bc6 dc 10.cd Bg4 11.Qd3 Rd8 12.Be3 
Qg6 13.f3 Nd5! 14.dc Nf4! 15.Qd8 Kd8 
16.Bf4 Rf4 17.Nc3 Bd7 18.g3 Rf8 19.f4 
h6 20.Nf3 Qh5 21 .Ne5 Bh3 22.Rd1 Kc8 
23.Rd2 g5 24.f57! Qe8 25.Nd3 Rf5 -+, 
Bilous-Chashchikhin, corr. 1990-91. It 
must be mentioned, however, that after 

6...Qe8 Anand quickly built up a strong 
position against Beliavsky at Linares in 
1991 with 7.d3 d6 8.Bc6 be 9.Be3 Qg6 

10. Nf3 Be3 11.fe Qg2 12.Rg1 Qh3 
13.Rg7 Kd8 14.Rg3 Qh6 15.Qe2 Ng4 
16.h3! Nf6 17.Nbd2 +-. Homework, 
anybody? 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/231-232. 



Qc5 9.d4 ed lO.cd Qe711.K13 +- ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position Black has 

8...d5! (also good is 8...Nd4 9.Ke4 Qh4 

10. Ke3 Qf4 11.Kd3 d5 12.Bd5 Bf5 13.Kc4 
b5 14.Kc5 Qh4 15.Ne5 0-0-0 with an 
attack, Van De Lo-Hesseling, England 
1983) 9.Bd5 Qc5 10.d4 (10.Ke4 Bf5 

11 . Kf5 Qd5 12.Nh8 Ne7 13.Kg5 Qg2 
worked out badly for White in 
Ignatiev-Filipov, corr. 1990-91) ed = + 
11 .Ke4 Bf5! 12.Kf4 (12.Kf5 Qd5 13.Kg4 
0-0 14.Qf3 Qe6 15.Qf5 Ne5l!) Qd5 
13.Nh8 0-0-0 14.Kg3 Rh8 15.cd Rf8 
16.Nc3 Qd6 17.Bf4 Qg6 18.Kf2 Be4! 
19.Ke3! Bg2 20.Rg1 Nb4! 21.Qe2 Nc2 
22.Kd2 Nd4!. We have been following 
Filipov-Chashchikkhin, corr. 1990-91, in 
which White now played 23.Qg2? -+, 
0-1/33. Best was 23.Qd3! Qf6 24.Rg2Qf4 
25.Qe3 Nf3 26.Ke2 Qc4 27.Kf2 Nell 
28.Ke1 Qf 1 29.Kd2 Qg2 = + . Notes 
condensed from Russian Chess Review, 
which the reader is urged to examine in 
full: this game was a real dogfight! 


C57 note 8 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 Bc5 
5.Nf7 Bf2 6.Kf2 Ne4 7.Ke3 Qe7 8.c3 


SOURCE 

RCR 1/231. 

C57 note 25 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 Bc5 
5.Bf7 Ke7 6.Bd5 d6 7x3 Rf8 8.d4 ed 
9.Bc6 be 10.0-0! +- 
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ECO, citing Estrin-Zaitsev, USSR 1970. 


BUST 

The game ECO cites continued with 10...dc 
11 .Nc3 h6 12.Qe2 Bg4 13.Nf3 Nd7 14.h3 
Bf3 15.gf g5 16.Be3 Ne5 17.Bc5 dc 
18.Kg2 Rf3 19.Rh1 Qg8, 0-1. It’s hard to 
see where White could improve his play; 
in fact, he may stand worse as early as 
move 7. NIC YB/20 mentions two games 
in which Black got the advantage with 
7...Qe8:1) Lee-Rumens, British Ch. 1981 
and 2) Karpov-Beliavsky, Moscow 1983 
{Informant 36/397). 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/232. 

C57 note 45 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 d5 
5.ed Nd5 6.Nf7 Kf7 7.Qf3 Ke6 8-Nc3 
Ncb4 9.a3 Nc2 lO.Kdl Nal 11.Nd5 

(11.Bd5 followed by 12.Qf7 threatening 
Ne4# leads to interesting complications) 

Kd7 12.d4 Bd6 13.de Be5 14.Qd3! +- 

(diagram) ECO, citing Estrin. 

CORRECTION 

The Fried Liver attack. However, Estrin 
didn’t say that White has a ’’clear 
advantage" in this position. What he did 
say is that after the further moves 14...C6 
15.Bf4 (15.Qf5 Kd6; 15.Nb6 Kc7 16.Na8 



Kb8) Bf4 16.Qf5 Kd6 17.Qf4 Kd7, White 
can either take a perpetual check or "play 
for a win" by 18.Kc1! cd 19.Rd1. The point 
is that since White is down a Rook and a 
piece, the term "clear advantage" is 
meaningless: White must deliver 
checkmate, find a perpetual, recover his 
material, or lose. Perhaps one of our 
readers will solve this position once and 
for all! 

SOURCE 

Yakov Estrin, The Two Knight’s Defence 
(n.p.), pp.20-21. 

C57 note 58 

1.©4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 d5 
5.ed Nd5 6.d4 Bb4 7.c3 Be7 8.Nf7 Kf7 
9.Qf3 Ke610.Qe4 b511 .Bb5 Bb712.f4 +- 
ECO. 



152 


E.C.O. BUSTED! 

























BUST 

CYB 2/240 features the encounter 
Kalvach-Drtina, corr. 1986, in which Black 
acquitted himself nicely with a series of 
tactical blows. That game went 12...g6 
13.fe Rf8 14.Qg4 Rf5 15.Bd3 Nd4M 
16.Rf1 (16.cd Nb4 17.Bf5 gf 18.Qe2 Ba6; 
16.Bf5 gf 17.Qd4 Qg8) Ne3!! 17.Be3 
(17.Qd4 Rfl 18.Bf1 Nc2) Nf3 18.gf Qd3 
19.Qd4 Bh4 20.Qh4 Qe3, 0-1. And how! 

SOURCE 

Notes based on Andy Soltis, "Chess to 
Enjoy," Chess Life, February 1990, p.9. 

C58 note 53 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 d5 
5.ed Na5 6.Bb5 c6 7.dc be 8.Qf3 Rb8 
9.BC6 Nc610.QC6 Nd7 11.d3 Be7 



12.Nf3 0-0 13.Qe4 Rb4 14.Qe2 e4! 
15.de Nc5 16.Nc3 Ba6 17.Qd1 Qa5 
18.Nd2 Ne4! -++ ECO. 

BUST 

Perhaps one game does not a bust 
make, but here’s an example of 
street-fighting not often encountered: 
Lausch-Jaler, corr. 1990 diverged from 
the diagram with 12.Ne4 Rb6! 13.Qc4 
Ba6 14.Qa4 Bb5 15.Qa7 Bc6 16.0-0 f5 
17.Ng3 0-0 18.Nc3 Qc8 19.Qa5H Ra6 
(diagram)20.Nd5! Bd6! 21.Nf5!! Rf5 
22.Qc3 Qa8 23.Ne3 Rg5 24.g3 Kh8 



After 19...Ra6 


25.NC4 Bc5 26.Be3! Qf8 27.f4! (27.Nd2 
Bb4! 28.Qc4 Bd2H) ef 28.d4! (28.Rf4? 
Qf4!, or 28.Bc5? Qc5 and29...Qd5!) Bb4 
29.Qd3 Qf7 30.Ne5 Qd5 31.Nc6 fg 
(31 ...Qc632.Bf4 32.h4! g2 33.Rf2,1-0 

(notes based on those of CYB’s editorial 
staff). Doubtless Herr Lausch does not 
begrudge the postage costs incurred by 
this game - a game which proves once 
again that mortals are indeed subject to 
random visitations from Cassia! 

SOURCE CYB 2/242. 


C59 note 1 


1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 d5 
5.ed Na5 6.Bb5 c6 7.dc be 8.Be2 h6 
9.Nh3Qd4!?10.d3Qh411.Bf1 Bg412.Qd2 
Nd5 13.C4 Bb4 14.Nc3 Nc3 15.be Nc4! 
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16.dc Rd8 17.cb Rd2 18.Bd2 Bh3 -++ 
ECO. 

BUST 

Minev points out that the simple 16.Qc2! 
is unclear. Therefore, he considers 
14...Nc4! more accurate, and though 
White still has 15.Qc2 Black can retreat 
the hanging Knight with the better game. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Inside Track," Inside 
Chess, Vol.1, No.4 (March 1,1988), p.24. 

C59 note 9 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bc4 Nf6 4.Ng5 d5 
5.ed Na5 6.Bb5 c6 7.dc be 8.Be2 h6 
9.Nh3 Bc5 10.0-0 0-0 11.d3 Nb7 
12.Kh1 g5 



13.C3 Bb6 14.Be3 Nd5 15.Bb6 Qb6 
16.Qd2 Bh3 17.gh Nf4 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 13.c3{?) White should play 
13.Ng1 or even 13.Nc3 with a solid 
defensive position -Minev. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Inside Track," Inside 
Chess , Vol.1, No.2 (January 27, 1988), 
p.14. 


C60 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a5 



NOVELTY 

3...a5l? is not a joke, as Black is a 
Correspondence GM who has played this 
move at least twice. Kuczynski-Popov, 
corr. 19?? continued 4.0-0 Na7 5.Be2 
(5.Bc4 b5[5...d6 6.a4 Be6]6.Ne5?![6.Bf7 
Kf7 7.Ne5 Ke7 8. Qf3 Qe8 9.d4 d6 10.Bg5 
Nf6 11.Nd3 Bb7\] be 7.Nf7 Kf7 8.Qh5 g6 

9. Qd5 Kg7 10.Qa8 Nc6 11.b3 [11.Na3 
Ba3 12.ba c3!] Be7 12.be Bf6 13.C3 Nge7 
14.Ba3 [14.f4 d6; 14.d4 Nd4] Qg8) 66 
6.64 Bg4 7.de Bf3 8.Bf3 de 9.Nd2 Nf6 

10. C3 Bc5 11 .Qb3 b6 12.Rd1 0-0 13.Nc4 
Qe8 14.Bg5 a4 15.Qc2 Qe6 16.Nd2 Ng4, 
and now 17.Bh4 would leave the position 
looking level, but White played 17.Bg4?! 
Qg4 18.Nf3 f5 and lost in 43 moves 
(analysis by Popov). 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, November 
1992, p.599. 


C60 note 1 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Qe7 4.0-0 
Nd8 5.C3 c6 6.Ba4 d6 7.h3 
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g5 8.d4 g4 9.hg Bg410.Qd3 +- ECO. 

BUST 

A terrible example. Black, of course, 
doesn’t have to gash himself on the 
Kingside, but should play the more 
restrained 7...g6 as in Kristoffel-Doliner, 
14th World Corr. Ch. 3/4 Final. In that game 
Black obtained equality after 7...g6 8.d4 
Bg7 9.b4 Nf6 10.Nbd2 0-0 II.Rel Ne6 

12.b5 Qc7 13.be be 14.Bb3 Nf4 15.Nc4 
Be6 16.Bf4 ef 17.Nd6 Qd6 18.e5 Bb3 
19.ab Qc7 20.ef Bf6, 1/2-1/2 in 57 
(Fernschach International, November 
1992, p.637a). 

IMPROVEMENT 

If White is out to test the soundness of 
3...Qe7, however, he would do better to 
consider the following analysis from 
Shakhmaty v SSSR: 1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 
3.Bb5 Qe7 4.Nc3 Nd8 5.d4! c6 6.de cb 



7.Nd5 Qc5 8.Be3 Qc4 9.b3 Bb4 10.C3 
Bc3 11.Nd2 Qe4 (11...Qc6 12.Rc1 b4 
might be worth a try, intending to give up 
the Queen after 13.Nb4 Bb4 14.Rc6 dc 
-ed) 12.Nc3 Qg2 13.Qf3 +-. Perhaps, but 
there’s certainly room for private 
enterprise in this line! 

SOURCE 

Alexi Suetin, The Complete Spanish 
(New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1991), 
p.53. 

C60 note 24 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nge7 4.Nc3 
g6 5.d4ed6.Nd5! 



Nd5 7.ed Qe7 8.Kf1 Ne5 9.Qd4 f6 
10.Bf4 Bg7 II.Rel +- ECO. 

BUST 

Well, that’s the way it was in 1911, the 
year ECO’s example was played. 
Meanwhile, fortunately, Black has learned 
how to defend himself: from the diagram 
best play seems to be 6...Bg7 7.Bg5! h6 
8.Bf6 Bf6 (8...Kf8l?) 9.Nf6 Kf8. Now White 
can try either 1) 10.0-0 d6 11.Nd4 
(11.Nd5 Bg4 12.BC6 [12.Ne7 Ke7! =] Nc6 

13. h3 Bf3 14,Of3 Ne5!? =) Kg7 12.Nd5 
(White might look at 12.Nc6!?Nc6 13.Nd5 
161? and 14...Ne7) Nd5 13.ed (13.Nc6bc 

14. BC6 Nb6 15.Ba8 Na8 16.Qd4 Q16 
17,Oa7 Be6°°) Nd4 14.Qd4 Qf6 =, or 2) 
10.Nd4l? Nf5! 11.ef Qf6 12.Bc6 Qe5l? 
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13.Ne2 be 14.0-0 about equal, or 14.fg 
Ba6«\ Analysis by A.Filipenko. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.169. See also Informant 
55/322 for good analysis of Black’s 
possibilities in this line. 

C61 note 21 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nd4 4.Nd4 ed 
5.0-0 c6 6.Bc4 d5 7.ed cd 8.Re1 Be7 
9.Bb5 Kf8!? 



Given by ECO without comment or 
evaluation. 

CORRECTION 

9...Kf8(!) was suggested to avoid ECO’s 
9...Bd7 10.Qg4 +-. The only example we 
have of play after 9...Kf8 turned out quite 
well for Black: Peelen-Klip, corr. 1987 went 
10.C3 Qb6 11.Qa4 a6 12.Bd3 Be6 13.Na3 
Bc5 14.b4 Bd6 15.Bb2 Nf6 16.h3 Nh5! -+. 

SOURCE 

Rotariu and Cimmino, The Bird Variation 
in the Ruy Lopez (Bologna: SI Editrice, 
1992), p.49. 

C63 note 73 

1.e4 es 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 f5 4.Nc3 Nd4 
5.ef Nf6 6.0-0 Nb5 7.Nb5 



C6 8.NC3 d6 9.d4 e410.Ng5 Bf511 .Nge4 
+- ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Penson-Gudjev, 8th Corr. Olympiad, 1/2 
Final saw Black try 7...e4!? 8.Re1 Be7 
9.Ng5 c6 10.Nc3 d5 11.Ne6 (11.d3 is the 
only real test of this idea) Be6 12.fe 0-0 
13.d3 Bc5, and White now played 14.d4 
(=+, 0-1/27) in view of 14.de Bf2 15.Kf2 
Ng4 16.Ke2 Rf2 -Gudjev. 

SOURCE 

"Portrait: Mladen Gudjev," Fernschach 
International, January 1992, pp.9-10. 

C63 note 108 

1 .e4 es 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 f5 4.Nc3 fe 
5.Ne4 d5 S.Ng3 e4 7.Nd4 
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Qd6 8.d3 ed 9.Qd3 Bd7 10.0-0 0-0-0 
11 .Bc6 Bc612.Bg5 Nf613.Ngf5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

7...Qf6! 8.Qh5 Ke7 9.Ndf5 (9.Nc6 be 
10.Ba4g6 11.0e2h5 12J3 h4 13.Nf1 h3 
14.fe hg 15.Qg2<*>, but not 15.ed Qe6H) 
Ke6 10.Qe8 Nce7oo. 

SOURCE 

Hermann Heemsoth, "European 
Championships," Femschach International, 
November 1991, p.589. 


C64 line 6 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Bc5 4x3, and 
ECO covers 4...Qe7, 4...Qf6, 4...Nge7, 

4...Nf6, and 4...f5. 

NOVELTY 

4...d5!? 



This sharp thrust reminds one of 
Ponziani’s opening, and lovers of violence 
should feel at home here. ECO’s omission 
of 4...d5 is odd, since the move is rather 
well known. Colin Leach (Ruy Lopez: 
Classical Defense, 2nd ed. [London: 
Caissa Publishing, 1988], pp.94-99) 
presents some fifteen games from the 
diagram, with Black scoring over 50%(!). 
There is no real "main line", so here’s a 


sample game not included in Mr. Leach’s 
collection: Petterson-Forslund, corr. 
1987-88 went 5.Qa4 (or 5.Ne5 Qg5 6.d4 
Qg2 7.Qf3! Qf3 8.Nf3 de 9.Ng5 [9.Ne5 
Bd6 10.Nc6 Bd7 11.Na7 Ra7 12.Bd7 
Kd7°° -ed] Be 7 10.Bc6 be 11.Ne4°°, 
analyzed in Fernschach, March 1988) 
Nge7 6.Ne5 0-0 7.Bc6 Nc6 8.Nc6 Qg5! 
9.g3 be lO.Qdl Bf2! 11.Kf2 Bg4 12.Qe1 
f5 13.d4 fe 14.Bf4 Rf4 15.gf Rf8 16.Kg1 
Qf4 17.Nd2 Bh3, 0-1. 

SOURCE 

Hermann Heemsoth, "Modern 
Correspondence Miniatures," Fernschach 
Intematbnal, December 1991, pp.662-663. 


C64 line 11 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Bc5 4.C3 f5 
5.ef e4 6.d4 ef 7.dc Qe7 8.Be3 fg 9.Rg1 
Nf6 10.Qf3 0-0 11.Nd2 d6 12.0-0-0 
Ne5 13.Qg2 Bf5 14.Nc4? 



Bd3 -+ ECO, citing Baer-R. Snyder, corr. 
1978. 

CORRECTION 

Mr. Snyder informs us that instead of 

14.. .Bd3, the actual move played was 

14.. .Nd3 - + . Only a coincidental 
conversation with the player involved 
brought this example to our attention, 
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which leaves one wondering just how 
many such errors are buried in the paqes 
of ECO. 

C64 line 15 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Bc5 4.c3 f5 
5.d4 fe 6.Bc6 dc 7.Ne5 Bd6 8.Qh5 g6 
9.Qe2 Qh4 1O.Nd2 Bf5 



11.h3 Be5 12.de 0-0-0 13.g4 e3 
14.Qe3 Be6 15.Qa7 Bg4, with 
compensation -ECO. 

CORRECTION 

The typo 13...e5 is actually given, but 
13...e3 is obviously intended. 

NOVELTY 

ECO’s line is rather messy, and if White 
needs a calmer position he can continue 
from the diagram with 11 .g4 Be5 12.gf Bf6 
13.fg hg 14.Qe4 Kf7 15.Qh4 Rh4, as in 
Davies-Speelman, Hastings 1987-8. 
White still has his extra pawn, and he can 
plan to consolidate with 16.Nf3,17.Be3/f4 
and 18.0-0-0. 


C64 line 16 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Bc5 4.c3 f5 
5.d4 fe 6.Bc6 dc 7.Nfd2 Bd6 8.de e3 9.fe 
Bc5 10.Qh5 g6 11.Qf3 Qh4 12.g3 Qh3 
13.Ne4 Bg4 14.Qf1 



Be7 15.Qh3 Bh3 16.Nf2 Be6 17.e4 h5 
18.Nd2 Nh6 19.Nf3 += ECO. 

BUST 

The CYB editors cite Thielen-Langheld, 
corn 1990 in which Black played 14...Qf1! in 
the diagrammed position, "with a clear 
advantage". Presumably after 15.Rf1 Be7 
Black will be able to round up the advanced 
e-pawn, when his Bishop pair, development, 
and better structure will tell in his favor. 

SOURCE 

CYB 6/224 

C64 note 25 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Bc5 4.0-0 Nd4 
5.Nd4 Bd4 6.C3 Bb6 7.d4 c6 8.Ba4 d6 
9.Na3 Nf6 10-BgS h6 11.Bf6 Qf6 12.d5 
Bd713.NC4 Bc7 14.dc!? be 15.0d3 += 
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CORRECTION 

After the natural 15...0-0 (15...g5l? in 
view of what follows -ed) Petronlc 
analyzes 16.f4!l ef 17.e5 Bf5 (17...Qf5 
18.Qf5 Bf5 19.ed ++-) 18.Qd6!l Bd6 
(18...Qd6 19.ed Bb6 20.Nb6 ab 21.Bc6 
++-) 19.ef Bc5 20.Kh1 g5 (20...Bd3 21.fg! 
Kg7 22.Rf4 ++-) 21 .Ne5! ++-. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/354. 


C64 note 41 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Bc5 4.c3 Nf6 
5.d4 Bb6 6.Ne5 Ne5 7.de Ne4 8.Qg4 Bf2 
9.Ke2 Qh4 10.Qg7 Rf8 



11.Bh6 Bc5 12.Rf1 c6 13.Rf4 Qh5 
14.Ke1 Cb 15.Re4 b6 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

In the game Beliavsky-lvanchuk, 
Linares 1989 White played the much 
stronger 11.Nd2!, and after 11...Bc5!7 
12.Nf3 Qf2 13.Kd1 Be7 Gligoric analyzes 
14.Bd3 d5 (14...Nc5 15.Rf1!) 15.ed Nd6 

16. Re1 Be6 (16...Bf5 17.Re7! Ke718.Bf5 
Nf5 Qe5) 17.Re2! Qc5 18.Bg5!. Or (after 
14.Bd3d5 IS.ed) 15...Bf6J? 16.Qh6! Qg2 

17. Re1! Qf3 18.Kc2 Bf5 19.Qf6 Qf2 
20.Kb1! cd 21 .Bb5!. After White’s 11 .Nd2 
in the diagrammed position, Black’s best 


may be 11...Nd2 as in Short-Gulko, 
Linares 1989. However, White kept his 
wits about him, worked hard, and 1/2-1/2 
in 54. 

SOURCE 

Svetozar Gligoric, "Inside Track," Inside 
Chess, Vol.2, No. 1 (September 11,1989), 
p.19. 

C65 note 31 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nf6 4.0-0 Bc5 
5.Ne5 Ne5 6.d4 a6 7.Be2 



Ne4 8.dc Nc5 9.b4 Ne610.Bb2 +- ECO. 


BUST 

Black should play 7...Ba7l, when 8.de 
Ne4 9.Bd3 Qh4 10.Qf3 d5 11.ed Nd6 
12.Re1 Be6 13.g3 Qh3 14.Nc3 0-0-0 
15.Bf4, 1/2-1/2 was Chandler-Spassky, 
London 1984. A premature draw, perhaps, 
but Black was clearly having no problems. 

NOVELTY 

Instead of 7.Be2 White has been trying 
7.Ba4, but it seems good for no more than 
equality - if he’s careful. Check out the 
following analysis by Robert Snow: 7,Ba4 
b5l? 8.de (8.Bb3 is safer, and possibly += 
according to Snow) Ne4!? 9.Qd5? (9.Bb3 
Bb7 10.Bd5 Qc8 =, but not 9.Qg4?! Bb7! 
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10. Qg7 [10.Bb3 Qe7 11.Qg7 0-0-0] 
Qh4H 11.g3[11.Qh8 Ke7-++]Ng3 12.Qh8 
[12.0g3?? Qe4] Ke7 13.QI6 Ke8 with a 
repetition -GM J. Benjamin) Qh4! 10.g3 
(10.Qa8??Bf2 II.Khl Ng3#; 10.Be3c6) 
Nq3 11.hp (11.Qa8 Nfl 12.Qg2 [12.Qc8 
Ke7 13.Qh8 Qf2] Bb7i 13.Qf1 Qg4, or 

11. Oc5 Ne2 12.Kh1 [12.Kg2 Qg4, 
followed by 13...Qf3#] Qh3 13.Nd2QfH!) 
Qn3 12.Kh1 Qh3 13.Ka1 Rb8 14.Qc5 
Rb6. Now Benjamin finishes off with 
15.Bf4 Ro616.Bo3 Rp3 17.foQg318.Kh1 
Bb7 -++, or 15.e6 (15.Bg5 Qg4 16.Kh2 
Qg5 and 17...Rh6) Re6 16.Bg5 Bb717.f3 
Qg3 18.Kh1 Re2 -++. 

SOURCE 

Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life , May 1993, 
pp.25-26. 


C65 note 81 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.B b5 Nf 6 4.0-0 Bc5 
5x3 0-0 6.d4 Bb6 7.Bg5 h6 8.Bf6 Qf6 
9.Bc6 Qc6 10.Ne5 Qe4 11,Nd2 Qf5 
12.Nec4 d5 13.Nb6 ab 14.Re1 



Be6 = ECO. 

BUST 

Black gained the advantage in 
Rosentalis-Beliavsky, Groningen 1992 
with 14...Qg6!, when there followed 


15.Re5 Bd7! 16.Nf1 (16.Rd5? Bc6 -++) 
Rfe8 17.Ne3 c6 18.a3 Qd6 (or 18..J6!? 
19.Re8 Re8 20.Qb1 Re4!, planning 
21 ...t5 and 22... f4) 19.Qh5 Re5 20.de Qe7 
21 .Nf5? (21.f4! and 22.Re 1 was White’s 
last chance) Qg5! 22.Qg5 hg 23.Nd6 Kf8 

24. c4 (24.Nb7 Re8 25.Re1 f6 -+) Ke7 

25. Re1 f6! -+, 0-1/42. Notes based on 
annotations by Beliavsky. 

IMPROVEMENT 

According to Beliavsky White can 
maintain a slight advantage with 13.Ne3 
(rather than ECO's 13.Nb6) Qe6 14.Nb3, 
planning Rel, f4, and Qf3. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/357. 

C67 note 16 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nf6 4.0-0 Ne4 
5.d4 ed 6.Re1 d5 7.Qd4 



Qd7 8.BC6 Qc6 9.C4 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Okay, it’s time we got rid of this old 
Reuben Fine quote that crops up in every 
book on the Ruy, and an off-hand 
suggestion by GM Joel Benjamin provides 
the opportunity to do so. After all, if Black 
has to stand worse, let him stand worse 
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while making good moves! In Chess Life 
Benjamin gives from the diagram 7...Be6 
8.c4 Bc5 9.Qg7 Bf2 lO.Kfl Rf8 



A subsequent reader’s question brought 
forth more analysis, and suddenly a new 
variation was born which, if not fully 
satisfactory, is far superior to ECO’s 
recomendation. Benjamin’s notes are too 
extensive to reproduce here, but he 
considers 11.cd, 11.Bh6, and 11.Re2 
without finding a solution to the problems 
Black presents. The line is certainly worth 
testing. 

SOURCE 

Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life, December 1990, 
p.39; March 1991, p.16. Please do locate 
these two articles - the variations are 
quite interesting. 


C67 note 30 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nf6 4.0-0 Ne4 
5.d4 Nd6 6.Bg5 f6 (diagram) 7.Bc6 dc 
8.de +- ECO, citing Suetin. 

BUST 

GM Arthur Bisguier continues Suetin’s 
line with 8...fg 9.ed Bd6 (9...cd lO.Rel 
Be711 .Ng5 [11. Qe2 Kf7] 0-0 12.Ne6 Be6 



After 6...f6 


13. Re6 d5 or even 13...Qb6!? -ed.) 

10. Rel Kf7, and in view of his extra pawn, 
Black’s position is "safe enough." 
Moreover, if in the diagram White tries 

7. de Nb5 8.ef gf 9.Re1 (9.Qd5!?) Kf7, 
again Black is holding his own according 
to Bisguier. 

IMPROVEMENT 

It may turn out, however, that 6...f6 is 
untenable after all, though not for the 
reason given by ECO. Bisguier suggests 
as White’s best: 7.Ne5 Ne5 8.de fg 
(8...Nb5 [8...Nf7!? -ed] 9.ef gf 10.Qh5 
leads to a really strong attack") 9.ed 
Bd6 10.Rel Kf8 11.Nc3, with 
compensation. Like Bisguier said, "All 
these variations need serious 
examination." 

SOURCE 

NM Eric Schiller, "Miles Takes First in 
Chicago," Chess Life, July 1990, p.36. 

C67 note 103 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nf6 4.0-0 
Ne4 5.d4 Be7 6.Qe2 Nd6 7.Bc6 be 

8. de Nb7 9.Re1 0-0 10.Nc3 Nc5 

11. Be3 Ne6 12.Radi d5 13.ed cd 

14. Nd4 Bd7 15.Nf5 d5 16.Ne7 Qe7 
17.Na4+= ECO. 
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CORRECTION 

In an excerpt from The Chess Terrorist’s 
Handbook published in Chess Life, 
Grandmaster Leonid Shamkovich 
analyzes two paths to equality for Black: 
1) 17...Qh4 18.b3 d4 19.Bd2 (19.g3 Qf6) 
c5 20.Nb2 Bc6, or 18.Nc5 Nc5 19.Bc5 
Rfe8, and 2) 17...Rfe818.b3 (both 18.Bc5 
Qh4 19.Qa6 Nf4 threatening 20...Ng2, 
and 18.04 d4 19.Bc1 [19.Bd4 Qb4] c5 
20.Qc2 Bc6 favor Black) Qf6 19.Bel 
(19.062 d4 20.f3 c5 -+) c5 20.Nb2 Bc6. 
As Shamkovich points out, Kortchnoi 
was willing to play the diagrammed 
position as Black in game two of his 
Merano match with Karpov. That fact 
coupled with Shamkovich’s analytical 
work suggests a fairer evaluation of this 
line might be "=/<*>". 

SOURCE 

Shamkovich and Hodges, "A Chess 
Terrorist’s Guide to the Ruy Lopez," 
Chess Life, October 1992, p.18. 


C68 note 43 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Bc6 dc 
5.0-0 Ne7 6.Ne5 Qd4 7.Qh5 g6 8.Qg5 
Bg7 9.Nd3 f5 10.e5 c5 11.b3 h6 12.Qg3 
f413.Qf3 Bf5 14.Bb2 Qd5 


15.Nf4 Qf316.gf 0-0 17.d3 Nc6, with 
compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White does much better to follow analysis 
by Tlmman which, from the diagram, goes 
15.Qd5 Nd5 16.Nc3 Nc3 17.de! +=. 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, p.84. 

Incidentally, readers may wish to look at 
Timman-Short, San Lorenzo 1993. In that 
game White played 14.Qb7!? instead of 
ECO’s 14.Bb2, leading to a sharp and 
unclear battle. 

C68 note 74 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Bc6 dc 
5.0-0 Qd6 6.Na3 Be6 7.Ng5 Bd7 8.Nc4 
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Qe7 9.d4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black equalizes with 8...Qg6! 9.d3 f6 
according to GM Rhode. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 7.Ng5 White has a stronger 
plan beginning with 7.Qe2!, preparing 
both Nc4 and Rdl with d4 to follow as in 
Timman-Short, El Escorial 1993. After 

7. Qe2! Rhode recommends 7...0-0-0 

8. Nc4 Bc4 9.Qc4 f6 with rough equality. 

SOURCE 

Michael Rhode, "Game of the Month," 
Chess Life, April 1993, p.26. 

C68 note 75 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Bc6 dc 
5.0-0 Qd6 6.Na3 b5 7.c4 Bg4 



8.h3 Bf3 9.Qf3 Nf6 10.d3! = ECO. 

NOVELTY 

If White is unwilling to settle for ECO’s 
final position, he can plunge the game into 
obscurity with 8.d4!?, as in a battle fought 
between Fedorowicz and Rhode (date 
and place unknown), which continued 


recklessly with 8...0-0-0 9.d5 f5! 10.h3 
h5! 11 .ef e4 12.cb cd, and the position is 
"a complete mess" ^GM Rhode. 

SOURCE 

Ibid., p.26. 

C69 note 39 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Bc6 dc 
5.0-0 f6 6.d4 Bg4 7.c3 ed 8.cd Bf3 9.Qf3 
Qd410-Rdl 



Qc4 11.Bf4 Qf7 12.Qg3 +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

A chess computer belonging to Rishi 
Agrawal plays 10...Qe5(l). White may be 
able to prove an advantage, but the 
microchip’s move is better than ECO’s 
line. Here are a couple of possibilities: 1) 
Agrawal gives 11.Bf4l? Qb2 12.Nc3 Bb4, 
when GM Wolff analyzes 13.Qg4 Ne7 
14.Na4 Qa3 15.Qg7 Rg8 16.Qh7 Qa4 
17.e5!7, saying that only testing could 
reveal who is better. 2) Wolff also gives 
11 .Qb3 Bd6 12.Qb7 Qh2 13.Kf1 Qhl 
14.Ke2 Qh5 IS.Kel Rd8 16.Qc6 Kf8 
17.Qa6 Qh2 18 .Qf 1 °o. 

SOURCE 

Patrick Wolff, "Theoretically Speaking," 
Chess Life, February 1993, pp.22-23. 
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C70 line 8 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 b5 
5.Bb3 Na5 6.0-0 d6 7.d4 Nb3 8.ab f6 
9.Nc3 Bb7 10.Nh4 Qd7 11.f4 0-0-0 
12.Nf3 



Ne713.d5 c6 14.Qd3 Kb8 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Although It looks paradoxical to give up 
his strongpoint, Black should play 12...ed! 
as in Kamsky-Gausel, Manila 1992. After 
13.Qd4 (13.Nd4?! c5 14.Nf5 g6 15.Ne3 
f5! 16.Ncd5 Kb8 17.c4 b4 18.Qd3 Nh6 
19.e5 Bg7 f5! is already unclear 
according to Kamsky. The game 
continued 14.Be3 (14.Qd3?!b4 15.Nd5fe 
16.Qe4 Nf6! 17.Nf6 Be4 18.Nd7 Kd7 
19.c3 Rb8 =+) fe 15.Ne4 Ne7 16.Bf2 c5l? 
(16...Nf5 17.Qd3 Be7 =) 17.Qd3 Nd5 
18.Qd2 Qf5~>. Notes based on comments 
by Kamsky. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/332. 


C72 note 1 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 d6 
5.0-0 Nge7 6.d4 b5 7.Bb3 Nd4 8.Nd4 ed 
9.c3 dc 10.Qh5 Ng611 .Nc3 Be712.f4 +- 
ECO. 



CORRECTION 

The only example of this line being 
played in practice seems to have been the 
stem game cited by ECO, which resulted 
in an unclear position after 12...Bf6 
13.Be3 Bc3 14.bc Bb7 15.Bd4 Qe7 
16.Rae1 0-0-0 17.c4 c5 18.cb cd 19.ba 
Ba6 20.Qa5 Bb7«>. An extremely 
double-edged position has arisen, in 
which the better player will triumph. 
Doubtless improvements can be found for 
both sides. 

SOURCE 

van den Bosch-Rubinstein, 1930. 

C74 line 12 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 d6 
5x3 f5 6.ef Bf5 7.0-0 Bd3 8.Re1 Be7 
9.Re3 e4 lO.Nel Bg5 11 .Rh3 
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Nf6 12.Nd3 ed 13.Rd3 0-0 14.Rh3 Qe7 

15.Na3 Rae8 16.NC2 Ne4, with 
compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black can play this line just as in ECO’s 
example, but with the important difference 
of having his Knight placed on h6, e.g. 
11 ...Nh6! 12.Nd3 ed 13.Rd3 (Kazansev- 
Arzumanjan, corr. 1962-3 went 13.Qf3 
Qe7 14.Bc6 be 15.Qd3 0-0 16.Na3 Rf2U 
17.Kf2 Bh4 18.g3 Rf8 19.Kg2 Qel! 
20.Rh4 Rf2 21.Kh3 Qhl 22.Rh6 Rh2 
23.Kg4Rh624.Qf5Qh3, 0-1) 0-0 14.Rh3 
Qe7 15.Na3 Rae8 16.Nc2 Qe2 17.Qf1 
Bd2 =+. One can readily see the value of 
Black keeping his f-file unobstructed. 

SOURCE 

S.T. Arzumanjan, "Spanish: Modern 
Steinitz Defence," CYB 7, p.3. 

C74 note 12 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 d6 
5.c3 f5 6.ef Bf5 7.d4 e4 8.d5 ef 9.dc b5 
10.Qf3 Bbl 11.Bb3 Bg6 12.0-0 Nf6 



with compensation -ECO. This game 
fragment is from Capablanca-Steiner, 
New York 1931, 1/2-1/2 in 20. 

IMPROVEMENT 


Capa played 13.Bg5, but White looks to 
get a much more dangerous initiative with 
13.Bh6! from the diagram. Karklins- 
Nance, Chicago 1989 continued 13...d5 
(13...gh 14.Rfe1 Be7 15.Qf6 Rf8 16.Qg7 
-Schiller) 14.Rfe1 Be4 15.Radi Be7 

16.Re4 de 17.Rd8 when, instead of 
17...Bf8?, Schiller analyzes 17...Rd8 
18.Qg3 gh 19.Qc7<~. It is difficult to see 
how Black’s scattered forces can organize 
an effective resistance, however. 

SOURCE 

Eric Schiller, "Brooks Mows Down 
Midwest Masters," Chess Life, August 
1989, p.16. 

C74 note 45 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 d6 
5x3 f5 6.ef Bf5 7.0-0 Bd3 8.Re1 e4 
9.Qb3 Rb810x4 Kf711 ,C5 d512.Bc6 be 
13.Ne5 Ke6 



14.QC3 d4 15.Qd3 ed 16.NC6 Kd5 

17.Nd8 Rd8 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 14.Qc3 White wins with 
14.Nc6! Rb3 15.Nd8 Kd7 16.ab Kd8. 

SOURCE 

S.T. Arzumanjan, "Spanish: Modern 
Steinitz Defence," CYB 7, p.2. 
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C78 note 110 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 b5 6.Bb3 Bb7 7.Re1 Bc5 8.C3 d6 
9.d4 Bb6 10.Bg5 h6 11.Bh4 0-0 12.a4 
ed 13.ab ab l4.Ra8 Ba8 I5.cd Re8 

16.NC3 g5! 



17.Bg3 Na5 18.e5 Nb3 19.Qb3 Bf3 

20.gf Bd4 21 .e6 Re6 22.Re6 fe 23.Nb5 
Bb6 24.Qe6 Kg7 25.f4 Qe8, 1/2-1/2 
ECO, citing Kupper-lskov, Zurich 1976. 

BUST 

In the game Penrose-Vukcevic, 9th Corr. 
01. 1983-85 White demonstrated an 
amazing sequence from the diagrammed 
position: 17.Qd2!! Na5 (17...gh? 18.Qh6 
Nh7 [18...Nd4 19.B17! K17 20.Ng5 ++-] 
19.Bf7 Kf720.Qh7 Kf8 21 .Nd5) 18.Bc2 b4 
19.Ng5! be 20.Qf4 Bd4 21.Nh7!! Be5 
(21...Kh7 22.e5 Kg8 23.Bf6 Be5 24.Qg4 
++-, or21...Nh7 22.Bd8 Rd8 23.e5! Be5 

24.Bh7 Kh725. Qf7 Kh826. Re5 de 26. Qf6 
++-) 22.Qh6 Re6 23.Nf6 Rf6 (23...BI6? 

24. e5U Bh4 25.Bh7 Kh8 26.Bg6 Kg8 
27.Qh7Kf8 28.Qf7#) 24,Bf6 Bf6 (24...Q16 

25. Q16 B16 26.Ra1 ++-) 25.Re3 Be5 

26. Rh3 Qe7 27.Rh5 f5 28.Qg6 Qg7 
29.Qe6 Qf7 30.Qc8 Qf8 31.Qc7 Bg7 
32.Rf5 Qe8 33.Rg5 Qf8 34.Ra5 cb 
35.Ra7,1-0 (notes based on annotations 
by Goldemberg). 


SOURCE 

CYB 2/248. 


C78 note 112 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 b5 6.Bb3 Bb7 7.Re1 Bc5 8.c3 d6 
9.d4 Bb610.Bg5 h611 .Bh4 0-012.Qd3 
Na5? 13.Bc2 c5 14.de de 15.Ne5 +- 
ECO. 



BUST 

A difference of opinion. GM 
Mikhalchishin considers that Black has 
good compensation for the pawn after the 
further moves 15...Qd3 16.Bd3 g517.Bg3 
Rad8 18.Bc2 Rfe8. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 14.de, Huebner played 14.d5! 
against Beliavsky (Munich 1990). That 
game continued 14...C4 15.Qe2 g5, when 
Mikhalchishin gives 16.Bg3 Nh5 17.b4 cb 

18.ab Ng3 (18...Nf4 19.Bf4gf20.Nfd2and 

21. b4) 19.hg f5 20.ef Bd5 21.Nbd2 Rc8 

22. Qd3 as better for White. As it was, 
Huebner let fly with 16.Ng5!? which also 
led to an exciting game with good chances 
for White. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.25-26 
(December 29,1990), p.33. 
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C78 note 62 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 b5 6.Bb3 Bb7 7x3 Ne4 8.d4 
Na5!? 



8...Na5!? is given without comment or 
evaluation by ECO. ECO’s main line, 

8.. .Be7, went out of fashion when White 
began to get healthy advantages after 
9.Re1 d5 10.de Na5 11 .Bc2 0-0 12.Nbd2 
Nc4 13.Qe2! (better than 13.Nc4?! given 
by ECO), when 13...Ncd2 14.Nd2 Nc5 
15.Nb3 Nb3 16.ab c5 is +-, according to 
Kotkov in Informant 44/404. 

CORRECTION 

We’re now in a position to comment on 

8.. .Na5!?. A number of games have 
continued with 9.Ne5 Nb3 10.Qb3 
Qf6 11.f3 Nc5 12.Ng4 Nb3 13.Nf6, 



when Gdanski-Volzin, Oakham 1992, for 
example, went 13...gf 14.Re1 Be7 15.ab 
d6 16.c4 Kd7 17.Nc3 Rhg8 18.Kf2 f5 
19.Ra5 Bh4 20.g3 Bf6 21 .Rdl Bc6 22.b4 
d5 23.c5 (+- according to Gdanski). 
However, GM Patrick Wolff analyzes 

13...Ke7 from the diagram, noting that 
14.ab Kf6 favors Black. Therefore 14.Bg5 
Nal IS.Rel Kd6 16.Bf4 Kc6 17.d5 Kc5 
(17...Kb6 18.Nd7 Ka7 19.Be3 leads to 
mate, or 18...Ka5 19.Bc7 Ka4 20.b3 Nb3 
21.Nb6 Ka5 22.Nc4 Ka4 23.Nb2#) leaves 
the position quite unclear. 

SOURCE 

Patrick Wolff, "Pan-Pacific International," 
Chess Life, June 1991, p.27. 

C78 note 81 


1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 b5 6.Bb3 Bb7 7.d4 Nd4 8.Nd4 ed 
9.e5 Ne4 10.C3 dc ll.Qf3 d512.ed Qf6 
13.d7?! Kd7 14.Qg4 Ke8 15.bc h5 -+ 
ECO. 



BUST 

15.Nc3! (instead of 15.bc) h5 16.Qe2 
Qe5 17.Ne4 Be4 18.f3 Bc5 19.Kh1, 1-0 
was Van der Wiel-Martin, Biel 1985. It 
turns out, however, that ECO’s query of 
13.d7?! is correct, but for the wrong 
reason! Instead of 13...Kd7 Black should 
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play 13...Kd8! as pointed out by Bruce 
Altschuler in Chess Life, when 14.Qf6 Nf6 

15.Nc3 Kd7 16.Bf7 gives Black at least 
equality. 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, July 1992, p.14. 

C80 note 10 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Ne4 6.Re1 Nc5 7.Nc3 Na4 8.Ne5 
Be7 9.Nd5 



0-0 10.Nc6 dc 11.Ne7 Kh8 12.Qh5 
Be6 13.Re6 fe 14.Ng6 Kg8 15.Nf8 Qf8 

16.b3! +- ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position Fred Meyer 
discovered 9...Nb6! 10.Nc6 (10.Qh5 0-0) 
dc 11.Re7 (11.Ne7 Be6 12.NfS Qf6 =) Kf8 
12.Nb6 cb with an equal position. 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, June 1993, p.20. 


C84 note 77 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.d4 ed 7.e5 Ne4 8.b4 0-0 



9.Re1 Ng5 10.Nd4 Nd4 11.Qd4 Ne6 
12.Qe4 d5 13.ed Qd6 14.c3 Bf6 -+ 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

ICCF GM Godes has tried to revive 8.b4 
with 9.Qd3!?. Now Godes-Korolew, corr. 
1986-88 continued 9...Ng5 10.Bg5 Bg5 
11.c3! d6! 12.Bc6 be 13.Qd4 (1-0/36) 
when Heemsoth analyzes 13...del 
14.Qd8 Bd8 15.Ne5 Re8! 16.Nc6 Bf6 

17.Nd4 Bb7 =. 

SOURCE 

Hermann Heemsoth, "17th USSR Corr. 
Ch., 1986-88," Fernschach International, 
June 1992, p.338. 


C84 note 89 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.d4 ed 7.e5 Ne4 8.Nd4 0-0 
9.c4 Ne5!? 
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Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

Thanks to the game Suhanov-Zaitzev, 
Moscow 1967 we can now say that 
9...Ne5(!) looks pretty good: lO.Rel?! 
(10.BC2 Nf6!) Nf2! 11.Kf2 Bc5 12.Kg3 
(12.Re5 Qf6; 12.Kg1 Qh4; 12.Be3 Qh4 
13.Ke2 [13.Kg1 Ng4] d5; 12.Re4\?) Qf6 
13.Bc2 Ng6 14.Nf3 d5 15.Nc3 Qd6?! 
16.Ne5 Qf6 (16...Ne5? 17.Bf4!) 17.Nf3 
Qb6! 18.Be3 Be3 19.Re3 Qe3,0-1. Notes 
based on comments by Minev. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Surprising Moves and 
Ideas," Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.4 (March 
5, 1990), p.26. 


C88 note 33 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be76.Re1 b57.Bb30-08.d4Nd4 
9.Bf7 Rf710.Ne5 Rf8 11 .Qd4 c5 12.Qd1 
Bb7!? 



Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

The single game now available using 
ECO’s suggestion makes it look strong 
indeed. Szczepanski-Malinin, corr. 1992 


went 13.Nc3 Qe8 14.Ng4 (14.h3 d5! 
15. ed Rd8 16.Ng4 Nd5 17.Nd5 Rd5 
18.Qe2 Qc6 19J4 Bh4 20.RH Re8 
21.Ne3 Rd6 -+) Qg6 15.Nf6 Bf6 16.Nd5 
Rae8 17.Nf6 Rf6 18.f3 d5 19.e5 Rf5 20.f4 
d4 21.Qe2 Ree5 22.fe Re5 23.Be3 de 
24.Radi h5 25.g3 Qc6, 0-1. Notes by 
Malinin. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/342. 


C88 note 85 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.Re1 b5 7.Bb3 0-0 8.a4 Bb7 
9.d3 d6 10.NC3 Na5 11.Ba2 b4 12.Ne2 
c5 13x3 C4 



14.Ng3 cd 15.Bg5 h6 16.Bf6 Bf6 = 
ECO. 

BUST 

Seemingly without effort White was able 
to create dangerous passed pawns in 
Telbis-Grozescu, corr. 1991-92. From the 
diagram that game went 14.cb cd 15.Nc3 
Nc6 16.Bd5 Rb8 17.b5 Nb4 18.Bb7 Rb7 
19.ba Ra7 20.Bg5 Nd7 21.Be7 Qe7 
22.Nd5 Nd5 23.ed Ra6 (23...Nc5 24.Nd4 
Ra6 25.b4 ++-) 24.Qd3 Nc5 25.Qc4 Rb8 
26.Ne5 de (26...Rb2 27.Nd3 Re2 28.Re2 
Qe2 29.Rel ++-) 
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27.b4 Nb328.Qa6 Nal 29.d6 Qd8 30.Ra1 
Rb4 31.Rd1 Rb6 32.QC4 g6 33.d7 Rb8 
34.Qd5 Rb4 35.a5,1-0. Notes by Telbis. 

SOURCE 

CYB 5/200. 


C89 line 19 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.Rel b5 7.Bb3 0-0 8.C3 d5 
9.ed Nd5 10.Ne5 Ne5 11.Re5 C612.Bd5 
cd 13.d4 Bd6 l4.Re3 Qh4 15.h3 f5 
16.Qf3 Bb7 17.Nd2 



g518.Nil Rf619.Qe2 Kf7 20.Bd2 f4 =+ 
ECO. 

BUST 

After 17...g5 White turned the tables in 
Huebner-Nunn, Skelleftea 1989 with 

18. Qe2! f4 19.Nf3 Qh5 20.Ng5 Qg6 
21 .Re6 Qg5 22.Rd6 Rae8 23.Re6 Kf7 
24.Re5+-, 1-0/34. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Continuing from the diagram, therefore, 
Yim analyzes 17...f4! 18.Re6 Rad8 

19. Nf1oo. 

SOURCE 

CYB 5/205. 


C89 note 22 

1 .e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.Re1 b5 7.Bb3 0-0 8.c3 d5 
9.ed e4 10.dc ef 11.d4 Re8 12.Bg5 Bg4 
13.h3 Bh5 14.g4 



Bg615.Qf3 +- ECO. 

BUST 

In Gkountintas-Haldane, London 
League 1992 Black played 14...Ng4L We 
can only guess how this move was 
overlooked for so long. Now Les 
Blackstock analyzes 15.Be7 Re7 16.hg 
Bg4 17.Re7 (17.Na3 Re2!) Qe7 18.Qd2 
Qf6, claiming that Black’s threats are 
worth at least perpetual check. 

SOURCE 

Les Blackstock, TN Pocketbook 1.e4 
Vol.1 (London: Trends Publications, 
1993), pp. 38-39. 


C89 note 205 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.Re1 b5 7.Bb3 0-0 8x3 d5 
9.ed Nd5 lO.NeS Ne5 11.Re5 c6 12.d4 
Bd613.Re1 Qh414.g3 Qh315.Be3 Bg4 
16.Qd3 Rae8 l7.Nd2 Re6 I8.a4 Qh5 
19.ab ab 20.NH Rfe8 2l.Bdl Bdl 
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22.Qd1 Qf5 23.Bd2 Rel 24.Be1 h5 25.h4 
C5! =+ ECO. 



BUST 

In a letter to Chess Life, Kenneth Jones, 
one of America’s strongest correspon¬ 
dence players points out 26.Kg2!?, citing 
two games: 1) Vilela-Perez, Havana (m) 
1989 went 26.Kg2 cd 27.cd Nf6 28.Ne3 
Qe4 29.Qf3 Qd4, when 30.Bc3! Qe4 

31. Bf6 gf 32.Rd1 += could have been 
played. 2) K.Jones-Gibbs, corr. 1989-91 
saw 26.Kg2 Re4 27.Qf3 Qe6 28.dc Bc5 

29. Ra8 Bf8 30.Bd2 f5!7 31.Rb8 Qe5 

32. Rd8 f4? 33.Qd3, 1-0. From the 
diagram GM Joel Benjamin analyzes 
26.Kg2 cd 27.cd Re4 (27...Qg4 28.Qg4 
hg 29.Bd2 +-) 28.Qd3 Qg4 29.Bd2 Rd4 

30. Qb5, with White on top. Benjamin 
also notes that Nunn and Harding, in 
their book The Marshall Attack 
(MacMillan 1990), consider White to 
hold an edge in the diagram, and 
recommend 26.b3. 

SOURCE 

Joel Benjamin, "Theoretically 
Speaking," Chess Life , January 1993, 

p.22. 


C92 line 16 

1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
5.0-0 Be7 6.Re1 b5 7.Bb3 d6 8.c3 0-0 
9.h3 Nd7 10.d4 Bf6 11.a4 Na5 



12.Bc2 Nb613.abab 14.Nbd2 c515.dc 
dc 16.Qe2 c417.Nh2 Qc718.Ng4 Bg4 = 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Geller-Krogius, Bad Worishofen 1991 
saw 12.Ba2!, when the editors of Russian 
Chess Review give the following 
possibilities: 1) 12...Nb6 13.b4 Nac4 
14.a5 Nd7 15.d5! Be7 16.Bc4 be 17.Na3 
f5 18.ef Rf5 19.Nc4 +-, 2) 12...Bb7 13.d5! 
Be7 14.Nbd2 c6 (14..J5 +-) 15.b4 Nc4 
16.Nc4 be 17.Bc4 +-, and 3) 12...ed 13.cd 
c5 14.Nc3, and 15.Nd5 +=. The actual 
game went 12...C5?! 13.de! dc 14.Bd5 
Rb8 +-. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/245 

C95 note 74 

1 ,e4 e5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 a6 4.Ba4 Nf6 
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5.0-0 Be7 6.Re1 b5 7.Bb3 d6 8.c3 0-0 
9.h3 Nb8 10.d4 Nbd7 11.Nbd2 Bb7 
12.BC2 Re8 13-Nfl Bf8 14.Ng3 g6 
15.Bg5 h6 16.Bd2 Bg7 17.Qc1! Kh7 
18.h4 d5 19.h5 



de 20.hg fg 21.Ne4 Ne4 22.Be4 Be4 

23. Re4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

One could almost say that ECO’s line is 
busted merely because GM’s are still 
willing to take on the Black side. From the 
diagram 19...ed! is best, and after 20.ed 
dc 21.Bc3 Bd5 = (Suetin, The Complete 
Spanish , p.212) 22.Nh4 Nf8 23.Nhf5!7 gf 

24. Nf5 Beliavsky considers White to have 
compensation for the piece (that only 
leaves 20.e5, for which no examples exist , 
but 20...dc 21.Bc3 Ne4 seems safe 
enough -ed). Meanwhile, instead of 
18...d5, Nikitin and Balashov give 18...c5 
19.h5 cd 20.cd ed 21 .hg fg 22.Nd4 Ng4!7 
23.Nf3 Rc8 =. There is even a third 
possibility on Black’s 17th turn: he can 
play 17...h5 as in Smirin-Georgadze, 
USSR 1989, which went 18.Bh6 Nh7 
19.Qd2 Bh6 20.Qh6 Qf6 21.a4 Ndf8 
22.d5! +=, but 1/2-1/2 in 44. 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, p.62. 
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DOO note 35 

1 .d4 d5 2.Nc3 Nf6 3.e4 de 4.f3 ef 5.Nf3 
Bg4 6.h3 Bh5 



7.Bb5 c6 8.Bc4 e6 9.g4 Bg6 10.Qe2 
Bd611.0-0 0-0 =+ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

7.Bb5(?) simply spends a tempo to help 
Black stabilize the center. White should 
play 7.g4 Bg6 8.Ne5 (8.Bc4 e6 9.Bg5 Bd6 
10.Ne5 Nbd7 11.Qe2 c6 12.h4 Qa5 
13.Nd7 Kd7 14.Bf6 gf 15.h5 Bb4 
16.0-0-0 Bc3 17.hg hg 18.be Qc3 
19.Kb1 b5 20.Bb3 Kc7 21.Qf2 f5 22.Rh8 
Rh8 23.d5 cd 24.Qa7 Kd6 25.gfgf26.Qf7 
Qe327.Bd5, 1-0. Hall-Conquest, England 
1978) e6 9.Qf3 c610.g5 Nd5 11 .Bd3 Nd7 
12.Ng6 hg 13.0-0 Qe7 14.Nd5 cd 15.c4 
dc 16.Bc4 Qd6 (what else?) 17.Qf7 Kd8 
18.Bf4 Qd4 19.Kg2 Qb2 20.Rf2 Qc3 
21 .Be6 Qc6 22.Kg3 Bd6 23.Rd1 Rf8 
24.Qd7, 1-0. Leisebein-Anikajew, corr. 
1987-88. Numerous examples of such 
attacks could be cited, but the point here 
is that Black almost always inserts ...c6, 
so why provoke it? Incidentally, we do 
think that White’s gambit, so popular 
among those rated below 2400, deserves 
more than a footnote in ECO! 

SOURCE 

Tim Sawyer, Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


Keybook (Davenport: Thinker’s Press, 
1992), pp.119,123. 


D01 line 12 

1.d4 d5 2.NC3 Nf6 3.Bg5 Nbd7 4.f4I? 



NOVELTY 

Not considered by ECO, the move 4.f4l? 
is quite interesting. If 4...e6 then 5.a3! 
prevents ...Bb4, and White will proceed in 
Stonewall Dutch fashion with e3, Nf3, 
Be2, 0-0 etc., having his "bad" Bishop 
outside the pawn chain. Meanwhile, when 
Black plays ...c5 and ...Qb6 White 
answers with Rbl, and the second player 
will wish he had a Knight on c6. 

SOURCE 

Help wanted! This idea was worked out 
by a correspondence player, and has 
been published; his identity, though, isn’t 
known to me since I was shown White’s 
layout second-hand. Will the owner 
please step forward. 

D02 line 3 

1 ,d4 d5 2.Nf3 C5 3.dC e6 4.e4 
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Bc5 5.Bb5 Nc6 6.ed ed 7.0-0 Nge7 
8.Nc3 0-0 9.Bf4 Bg4 10.Be2 a6 = ECO. 


NOVELTY 

Black’s position, featuring an isolani, is 
indeed dynamically equal. Those players 
who would prefer a more solid treatment, 
however, might try 4...Nf6 5.ed Qd5! 
6.Bd3 Qc5 7.Nc3 Nbd7 8.0-0 Be7 9.Be3 
Qa5 10.a3 a6 11.Qe2 0-0 12.Rfd1 Qc7 
13.Bg5 b6 14.Ne4 Bb7 15.Nf6 Bf6 (= ed) 
16.Bh7 Kh7 17.0d3 Kg8 18.Qd7 Qd7 
19.Rd7 Bb2 20.Rb1 Bf3 21.Rb2 Be4 
22.Rb6 Bc2 23.Rbb7 Bg6 24.h4 Rfb8 
25.Rbc7 Rc8 26.f3 Rc7 27.Rc7 Rb8 
28.Ra7 Bd3 29.Rd7 Rb3 30.Be7 Rbl 
31 .Kh2 Bfl, 1/2-1/2 in 52. 

SOURCE 

Georgiev-Seirawan, Brussels (5 minute 
game) 1992. 


D03 note 61 

1 ,d4 d5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.Bg5 g6 4.e3 Bg7 
5.Nbd2 0-0 6.c3 b6 7.b4 (diagram) c5!? 
8.Be2 a5 9.bc be 10.0-0 a4 II.Rcl 
Nbd7 12.C4 dc 13.Nc4 Bb7 14.Bf6 Nf6 
15.de Nd7 16.Ncd2 Qc8, with 
compensation -ECO. 



IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram Black equalized 
immediately with 7...Bf5! in Machulsky- 
Gufeld, Moscow 1991. 8.Be2 = is the 
recomendation of Russian Chess Review ; 
but in the game White played 8.c4?! and 
was worse after 8...C5! 9.bc be 10.cd Ne4!, 
0-1/25. 

SOURCE 
RCR 1/255. 


D03 note 64 

1 ,d4 d5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.Bg5 g6 4.e3 Bg7 
5.Nbd20-06x3Nbd77.Be2 Re88.b4!? 
e5!? 
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9.Nb3 b6 10.Bb5 e411.Bc6 ef! 12.Ba8 
fg 13.Rg1 h6 14.Bf6 Nf6 15.Rg2 Bg4 
16.Rg4 Ng4 17.Qg4 Qa8 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Compare ECO's line with Nunn's 
handling of the White pieces. His calm, 
unhurried approach to the queenside 
attack is worthy of imitation. From the 
diagram: 9.0-0 h6 10.Bh4 e4 II.Nel g5 
12.Bg3 Nf813.Rc1 Ng6 14.c4 c615.b5 cb 
16.cb Re7 17.Nc2 g4 18.Nb4 h5 19.Qc2 
Be6 20.Bc7 Qd7 21 ,b6 Ne8 22.Qc5 Nc7 
23.be Rc8 24.Qa7 Rc7 25.Qb6 Nh4 
26.Nb3 Nf5 27.Nc5 Qd8 28.Na4 Qd7 
29.Qa5 Qd6 30.Qb6 Qd7 31.Rc7 Qc7 
32.Qc7 Rc7 33.Nb6 Rc3 (33...Ne7 

34. Bd1 and 35.Bb3 -ed) 34.N6d5 Bd5 

35. Nd5, 1-0/53. 

SOURCE 

Nunn-Kamsky, Belgrade 1992. 


D05 line 9 

1 .d4 d5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.e3 e6 4.Bd3 c5 5.c3 
Nc6 6.Nbd2 Bd6 7.0-0 0-0 8.dc Bc5 
9.e4 Qc710.Qe2 



Bd6 II.Rel Ng4 12.h3 Nge5 13.Ne5 
Ne5 14.ed ed 15.Nf3 Nd3 16.Qd3 Qc4 
17.Rd1 Qd3 18.Rd3 Rd8 19.Be3 Be6 
20.Rad1 Bc7 = ECO. 


NOVELTY 

In the game Root-Silman, m/3 1990 
Black played 10...h6!, a waiting move. 
Silman attributes this idea to IM Peters, 
and observes that White has trouble 
finding a good move. For example, 11 .e5 
fails to 11...Ng4 12.Nb3 Bb6 13.Bf4 f6, 
and 11.b4 Bd6 is just loosening, while 
11.ed is premature. White finally played 
11.h3, but after 11...Nh5! 12.Nb3 Ng3 
13.Qd1 Ne4! 14.Be4 de15.Nc5ef16.Qf3 
Ne5! 17.Qe3 b6 18.Nd3 Nd3 19.Qd3 Bb7 
20.Be3 a draw was agreed. Silman 
concludes that 10...h6 is "...a complete 
answer to the Colle System." 

SOURCE 

Mitchell Cassotto, "Summit Challenge 
Match," Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.24 
(December 10,1990), p.5. 


D06 note 45 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 Bf5 3.cd Bbl 4.Rb1 Qd5 



5.a3 Nc6 6.Nf3 0-0-0 7.Qc2!? Nd4 
8.Nd4 Qd4 9.g3 e6 10.Bg2 Qc5 11 .Qa4, 

with compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White must treat the position in gambit 
fashion (7.e3 e5 =+ ECO), but why not 
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sacrifice the a-pawn rather than a good 
center pawn? In a letter to Inside Chess 
Mark Ginsburg, calling 5.a3 "insipid", 
proposed 5.e3 Qa2 6.Bd3, planning 
Ne2-c3. Unfortunately, IM Donaldson 
consulted The Chess Machine, which 
crunched out the following continuation: 

6.. .e5 7.de Nc6 8.Nf3 Rd8 =+ (Inside 
Chess, Vol.4, No.24 [December 9, 1991], 
p.3). But never say die! White can play 

5. Nf3!? from the diagram, when 
Sharif-Capron, French Ch. 1992 went 

5.. .Qa2 (5...NC6 6.Bd2 Nf6 7.e3 Ne4 
[7...e6 8.Qa4 Bd6 9.Bc4 Qe4 10.0-0 
O-Cho] 8.Qa4 Nd2 9.Nd2 e5 10.Be2 Bb4 
11.Bf3 e4°° Gelfman-Orlov, corn 1988) 

6. Bd2 Nf6 7.Qc2 Qd5 (7...C6 8.e4) 8.Qc7 
Na6 (8...Qc6l?) 9.Qe5 e6 10.Qd5 Nd5 
11 .e4 Ndc7 (11...Ndb4 12.Bb5) 12.b4! b5 
13.Bd3 Be7 14.Ke2 +- 0-0-0 15.Ke3 Bf6 
16.Bc3 Kb7 17.h4 Rd7 18.g4 h5 19.g5 
Bd8 20.Ne5 Re7 21 .Be2 g6 22.Rh3 Nb8 
23.Nd3, 1-0. Notes based on comments 
by Falchetta. 

SOURCE 

Giovanni Falchetta, The Keres Defence 
(Bologna: Si Editrice, 1992), p.19. 


D06 note 50 

1.d4 d5 2.C4 Bf5 3.Nf3 e6 4.Qb3 Nc6 
5.C5 Rb8 6.Bf4!? 



Nge7 7.e3 a6 8.a3 Ng6 9.Bg3 Be7 
10.Be2 0-0 11.0-0 += ECO. 

BUST 

Bareev-Speelman, Hastings 1992/93 saw 

6...f6!, and after 7.e3 g5 8.Bg3 Nge7 Bareev 
already claims a slight advantage for Black. 
Play continued with 9.Qa4 Bg7 10.b4 a6 
11 .Nc3 0-0 12.Be2 Bg6 13.h3 h6 14.b5 ab 
15.Nb5 Rc8 16.0-0 Be8 (16...Bh5l?) 
17.Rab1 f5 18.Qb3 f4 19.ef gf 20.Bh2 Bh5 
21.Rbd1, and now Bareev gives 21...Kh8l, 
planning ...Ra8 and ...Nf5 =+. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/402. 

D07 line 11 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 Nc6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 Bg4 
5.cd Nd5 6.e4 Nc3 7.bc e5 8.d5 Nb8 
9.Qa4 Nd7 10.Ne5 Qf6 



11.Ng4 Qc3 12.Kd1 Qal += ECO. 

Whether White can get a slight 
advantage in this line is debatable, but no 
one has bothered to try since the following 
move was discovered: 

BUST 

11 .Be2! wins cleanly. The best that Black 
can do is 11 ...c6 (11...b5 and 11...Bd6are 
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nearly instant failures) 12.dc Qe5 13.cd 
Bd7 14.Qd4 with zero compensation. 

SOURCES 

1) Informant 44/438. 

2) Eric Schiller, How to Play the Chigorin 
Defense in the Queen’s Gambit Declined 
(Coraopolis: Chess Enterprises, 1991), 
pp.91-92. 


D07 note 2 

i.d4 d5 2.c4 Nc6 3.cd Qd5 4.Nf3 e5 
5.NC3 Bb4 6.Bd2 Bc3 7.Bc3 e4! = ECO. 



NOVELTY 

After the further 8.Ne5 theory gives 

8.. .Ne5 9.de Be6or9...Ne7. An interesting 
idea, however, and one which makes 
White work for equality, is 8.Ne5 e3! (=+ 
according to Russian Chess Review) 9.f3 
(9.fe Ne5 10.de Qdl II.Rdl Be6 =+; 
9.Nc6 ef 10.Kf2 be 11.e4 Qe4 12.Bd3 
[12.d5 Nf6] Qf4 -+) Nge7 10.Qd3 Ne5 
11 .de Qd3 12.ed Bf5 13.d4 0-0-014.Bc4 
Be6 15.b3! (15.Bb3 Bb3 16.ab aS, and 

17.. .Nd5, 18..J5 =+) Rd7 16.Ke2 Nf5 
17.Radi Rhd8 18.d5! (18.Be6[18.g4 Bc4 

19. be Nd4 20.Bd4 Rd4 -++] fe 19.g4 Ne71 

20. Ke3 Nd5 21.Kd2 Rf722.Rhfl Rdf8-+). 
Now a balanced game was reached after 

18.. .Bd5 19.Rd5 Rd5 20.Bd5 Rd5,1/2-1/2 
in 34. Kharitonov-Maljutin, Smolensk 


1991 (notes based on those of Russian 
Chess Review). 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/256. 


D07 note 50 

1 ,d4 d5 2x4 Nc6 3.Nc3 dc 4.e3 e5 5.d5 
Na5 6.Qa4 c6 7.b4 cb 8.ab Qb6 9.Bd2 
Nb3 10.de be 11.Nd5 Qb7 12.Rb1 



Nc5 13.Qa1 Qd7 14.Nb6 ab 15.Qa8 
b5°° ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 12...Nc5 Black gains a clear 
advantage with the simple 12...Qd7!, as 
noted by A.J.Tait. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 5.d5 White can, if he wishes, 
reach a normal-looking isolani position 
with 5.Nf3! ed 6.ed Bg4 7.Bc4 +=. 

NOVELTY 

After ECO’s 8...Qb6 Tait analyzes 9.d6l? 
Bd6 (9...Nb3 10.Nd5 +-) 10.Qa5 Qb3°°. 
Also, Gill-Tait, corr. 1990-1 saw White play 
8.Bd2!? rather than 8.ab, and the game 
continued 8...Bd7 9.ab b6 10.de Nc6 
11 .Bb5 Nb4 12.Ke2 a6 13.Bd7 Qd7 
14.Qd7 Kd7 15.Nf3 f6 16.Rhd1 Kc7 
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17.Nb5 Kc6 18.Na3 Rd8 19.Rac1 Kb7 
20.Bb4 Rdl, when White should have 
tried 21.Bf8! Rcl 22.Bg7 Rc7 23.Bh8 h6 
24.Ne5! fe 25.Be5°° -Tait. 

SOURCE 

CYB 7/269. 


D08 note 7 

1.d4 d5 2.c4 e5 3.de d4 4.e4 Nc6 5.f4 
g5 6.Bd3 gf 7.Bf4 Nge7 8.Bg3 Ng6 
9.Qh5 Nb4 



10.Qe2 h5 -+ ECO. 

IMPRO VEMEMT 

Minev suggests the untested 10.Ke2!7, 
which at least has the virtue of keeping 
White’s Queen on its best post. 
Unfortunately, there is no supporting 
analysis, so please send your games and 
ideas to the publisher! 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vo 1.3, No.9 (May 14,1990), 
p.19. 


009 note 10 


1 ,d4 d5 2.C4 e5 3.de d4 4.Nf3 NC6 5.g3 
Be6 6.Nbd2 Qd7 7.Bg2 0-0-0 8.0-0 
h5!? 



Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

Here is some additional information: 
ECO’s 1st edition of Volume D continued 
9.Re1 h4 10.a3 hg 11 .hg Bh3«>. However, 
SM Eugene Curtin calls 8...h5 dubious 
while Eric Schiller, on the other hand, 
gives 8...h5!, saying 'This is the move 
which makes the variation playable" (How 
to Play the Albin Countergambit 
[Coraopolis: Chess Enterprises, 1991], 
p.84). Schiller goes on to give seven 
alternatives for White from the diagram - 
except this one: 

NOVELTY 

9.Ne4! Bc4 10.Bg5 was Epstein- 
Weaver, Dallas 1991. Curtin now 
analyzes 10...Re8 11.Rcl Bd5 12.Nc5 
Bc5 13.Rc5 f6, "and Black does not stand 
too badly." So be forewarned that 8...h5, 
though it may be Black’s main chance in 
the diagram, is the subject of mixed 
opinion. 

SOURCE 

Clarence Callaway, "Simms, Jones Win 
Lone Star Open," Texas Knights, Vol.33, 
No.1 (Sep/Oct 1991), p.13. 
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DIO line 2 

1.d4 d5 2x4 c6 3xd cd 4.NC3 Nf6 
5.Bf4 Qb6 6.e3! Qb2 7.Rc1 Nc6 8.Bd3 



Bg4 9.Nge2 Be2 10.Be2 e5 11.de Bb4 
12.0-0! Bc3 13.Rc2! Qb4 14.ef Bf6 
15.Qd5 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Having stolen White’s b-pawn in the 
early opening (a risky procedure in any 
case), it seems illogical for Black to 
denude his queenside with 8...Bg4 just to 
give up the Bishop pair, and then open the 
position with 10...e5. Based on Black’s 
defensive scheme in the game below, 
however, he should be able to escape with 
his gains by continuing from the diagram 
with 8...a6! 9.Nge2 (9.Na4 Qb4 10.Ke2 
Nd7) e6, followed by 10...Qa3/b4/b6 as 
the situation demands. White 
undoubtedly has compensation, but the 
material-minded second player can take 
comfort in his solid-looking position. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 7.Rc1, the game Seirawan- 
Dreev, Reykjavik 1990 went 7.Bb5! Nc6 
8.Nge2 Qa3 9.Ba4! a610.Rbl e611.0-0. 
Now Seirawan analyzes the following 
variation which, as he says, "lies within a 
labyrinth": 11...b5! 12.Rb3! (12.Bb5 ab 
13.Nb5 Qa5 14.Nc7 [14.Qc2 Kd7!\ 


IS.Rfcl Ra6!] Kd7 15.Na8 Qa8 16.Qc2 
Ba6) Qe7 13.Bb5 ab 14.Nb5 Kd815.Qc2! 
Ra6 16.RC3! Bb7 17.Rb1! Ne8 18.Nc7 
Qc7 19.Bc7 Kc7 20.Qb3 Nd6 21 .e4! de 
22.d5 ed 23.Nd4L There’s plenty of food 
for thought here! 

SOURCE 

inside Chess, Vol.3, No.8 (April 30, 
1990), p.12. Note: observe the move 
order in Gulko-Cherbakov, Helsinki 1992, 
which went 1 .d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.cd cd 4.Bf4 
Qb65.Nc3Nf66.Rc1 Bd7 7.e3Qb28.Bd3 
e6 9.Nge2 Qa3 10.0-0 a6 11.Be5 Be7 
12.e4 Bc6 13.ed ed 14.Ng3 Nbd7 15.Nf5 
g6 16.Nb1 Qa4 17.Nd6 Kf8 18.Qa4 Ba4 
19.Nb7 +=. However, Gulko’s excellent 
annotations (Informant 55/369) allow for 
ample maneuvering room on the Black 
side. 


D10 note 26 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 c6 3.Nc3 e5 4.cd cd 5.Nf3 
e4 6.Ne5 f6 7.Qa4 



Ke7 8.Qb3 Ke6 9.g3!? fe 10.Bh3 Kf6 
11.Qd5 Nc6 12.de Kg6 13.Qe4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Black has 7...Nd7 
8.Ng4 Kf7M, threatening to win a piece 
with 9...Nb6. Wiedenkeller-Engqvist, 
Sweden 1990 continued 9.Ne3 (9.Nd5 
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Nb6! 10.Nb6 Qb6 11.Ne3 Bb4 12.Bd2 
Bd213.Kd2 Qb214.Nc2Be6 15.Qb4 Qb4 
16.Nb4 Ne7, "with no problems" 
-Engqvist) Nb6 10.Qb3 Be6 11.a4 
(S.Carlsson-Engqvist, Sweden 1988 went 

11. f3 f5 12.fe fe 13-g3 Nf6 14.Ng2 Nh5 
15.a4 Qd716.Nf4 Nf4 17.Bf4 Nc4 18.Bg2 
Be7 19.0-0 Rhf8 20.Rf2 Kg8 =+; a5 

12. g3 Ne7 13.h4 Nc6 14.Nc2 Nb4 

15. Bh3? (losing, but Donaldson notes that 
Black was already much better) Bh3 

16. Rh3 QcB 17.Rh1 Nc2 18.Qc2 Bb4 
19.Qb3 Qc4 20.Qc4 Nc4 21.Kd1 Bc3 
22.be b5! -+, 0-1/38. 

SOURCE 

John Donaldson, "Gambit Corner," 
Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.19 (October 1, 
1990), pp.14-15. 


D12 note 2 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.e3 Bf5 5.cd 
Bbl ?! 6.Rb1 



Qd5 7.a3 e6 8.Qc2 Be7 9.Bd3 h610.e4 
Qd8 11.0-0 Nbd7 12.b4! +- ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

6...cd! is much better, when White can 
claim no more than the slightest 
advantage. Compared with normal lines 


in the Exchange Slav his dark-squared 
Bishop is less useful on cl. 

SOURCE 

G.Falchetta, "Slav Defence - D12," CYB 
7,p.8. 


D14 note 61 

1.d4 d5 2.C4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.cd cd 
5.Nc3 Nc6 6.Bf4 Bf5 7.e3 e6 8.Bb5 Nd7 
9.Qa4 Rc8 10.0-0 a6 11.BC6 Rc6 
12.Rfc1 Be713.Qb3Rb6!?14.Qd1 Rb2 
15.Na4 



Rb5~ ECO. 

CORRECTION 

After 15...Rb5 Kondratev analyzes the 
continuation 16.Bc7 Qa8 17.Ne5 +=. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Therefore, in the game Kastaranov- 
Rubinchik, 17th USSR Corr. Ch. Black 
diverged from the diagram with 15...Rb4!. 
Then 16.Bc7 Qc8! 17.Nd2 (17.Ne5 Ne5 
18.Be5 Qd7) Rc4l? led to an interesting 
game that was drawn in 48 moves. Black 
could, however, have played 17...0-0 
18.a3 (18.B66 Bd6 19.RC8 Rc8 with 
compensation) Rc4! 19.Nc4 dc 20.Bg3 b5 
=+. Notes by Kastaranov. 
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SOURCE 

CYB 3/281. 


D14 note 64 

1.d4 d5 2.C4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.cd cd 
5.NC3 Nc6 6.Bf4 Bf5 7.e3 e6 8.Bb5 Nd7 
9.Qa4 Rc8 10.0-0 a6 11.Bc6 Rc6 
12.Rfc1 Be7 13.Ne2 Qb6 14.Rc6 be 
15-Rcl Qb2 16.Qc6 Qe2 17.Ne5 Qb5? 
18.Qc8 Bd8 19.a4 Qa4 20.Nc6 0-0 
21 .Qd7 Qa3 22.e4! ++- ECO. 



BUST 

There’s always a free thinker in the 
crowd: Privara notes the further 22...e5! 
23.Qf5 ef 24.Qf4 de°°. I suppose he didn’t 
know that ECO had already declared 
White the winner! 

SOURCE 

CYB 4/260. 


D15 note 53 

1 ,d4 d5 2.C4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.NC3 dc 5.e4 
b5 6.e5 Nd5 7.a4 e6 8.Ng5!? h6 9.Nge4 
b4 lO.Nbl Ba6 11.Nbd2 Nf4?! 12.Qg4 
Nd3 13.Bd3 cd 14.Nd6 Bd6 15.Qg7 
Bf8!? 16.Qh8 Qd4 



Given without comment or evaluation by 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

ECO’s sequence starting with 15...Bf8!? 
was suggested to avoid the main note’s 
continuation of 15...Rf8 16.ed Nd7 17.Nf3 
+-. However, it now seems that the whole 
variation beginning 11...Nf4(!) may be 
better than ECO’s line 9, from which note 
53 is derived. From the diagram Fiorito- 
Smyslov, Buenos Aires 1990 saw 17.0-0 
Nd7 18.Nf3 Qp4 19.Bh6 (19.Qh7 Nc5 
20.Be3 Nb3 21.Radi Qg6 22.Qg6 fg 
23.Nd2 Nd2 24.Rd2 b3 25.Rc1 c5 
26.Rdd1 c4 Soffer-Grunberg, 
Germany 1991) Qh51 20 .Bq 7 Qh8 21 ,Bh8 
Bh6 22,g 4 (Black was threatening 
22...Ke7. Instead of the text, Van 
Wely-Van der Sterren, Dutch Ch. 1991 
went 22.Bf6 Nf6 23.ef d2 24.Rfd1 Rdd 
25.h4 Be2 26.Ng5 Bg527.hg c528.b3c4 
29.be b3, 0-1) Ke7 23.a5 Rh8 24.ah c5 
25.Rfe1 c4 26.Rac1 Ra8 27.Kh1 Bb7 
28.Re3 Ne5 29.h7 Rh8 .0-1. Notes based 
on annotations by IM Donaldson. 

SOURCE 

John Donaldson, "Gambit Corner," 
Inside Chess , Vol.5, No.8 (April 27,1992), 
p.27. 
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D16 note 39 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4c63.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 dc 5.a4 
Bg4 6.Ne5 Bh5 7.f3 Nfd7 8.NC4 e5 9.Ne4 
Bb4 10 .Bd 2 Qe711.de 0-012.Rc1 Bg6 
13.Bb4 Qb4 14.Qd2 Qa4 15.Ng3 b5 
16.Nd6 Na6 17.e4 Nac5 18.Qc3 Ne6 
19.Be2 b4 20.Qe3 Qa2 21 .Nc4 Nb6 22.f4 
Nc4 23.BC4 Qb2 24.0-0 a5 25.f5 Qe5 
26.fe fe 27.R18 Rf8 28.Bb3 +- 



ECO, citing Miles-Ree, Ostende 1985. 

CORRECTION 

Miles claims a clear advantage for White 
here, but let’s look at the next few moves 
of this game not given by ECO, with the 
original notes by Miles: 28...h5! (28...Ra8 
30.Ba4) 29.h4 Kh7 30.Rc5 Qal 31.Kh2 
a4 (with counterplay) 32.Be6 Qf6 33.Bf5 
Qh4 34.Kg1 b3 35.Bg6 Kg6 36.Nf5 Qg4 
(forced: 36...Qf6? 37.Rc6! wins) 37.Rc6 
Kh7 38.Rb6 Rf7 39.Kh2 Rc7 =. The game 
was drawn on move 49. It is interesting 
that nowhere does M iles point out any way 
White could have strengthened his play - 
does White have a "clear advantage" in 
the diagrammed position? 

SOURCE 

Informant 40/462. 

D16 note 39a 


ECO also gives the following sequence: 
15.Ned6! (instead of 15.Ng3 as played by 
Miles) b5 16.Qa5 Qa5 17.Na5 Ne5 18.f4 
Nc4 19.Nac4 be 20.e4! 



Be4 21.Ne4 Re8 22.RC4 f5 23.Kf2 fe 
24.Rd4! e3 25.Kf3 +- ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Flear gives 20...Rd8 
21 .e5 Bd3~. 

SOURCE 

Glenn Flear, The Slav for the 
Tournament Player (London: B.T. 
Batsford Ltd, 1988), p.51. 

D17 note 10 

1 .d4 d5 2.C4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf 6 4.Nc3 dc 5.a4 
Bf5 6.Ne5 c5 
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7.e3 cd 8.Bc4 e6 9.ed += ECO. 

BUST 

It is doubtful whether 6...c5(?) is playable at 
all after the following short but dramatic game. 
From the diagram Kalinichenko-Landolfi, 
corr. 1988-92 went 7.e4! Ne4 8.Qf3 e6 9.Nf7 
Kf7 10.g4 Nc3 (10...Qf6 11.gf! ef [11...Qf5 

12.Qe4] 12.BC4 +-) 11 .gfl Qd5 (11...Nd512.fe 
Ke6 13.Qe4 Kd6 14.Bc4 Qe7 15.Bd5 +-) 

12. fe Ke8 (12...Ke6 13.Qg4 Kf7 14.Bg2 +-) 

13. Qf7 Kd8 14.be Be7 15.Rg1 Rf8 16.Bg2 
Qd6 17.Qg7! Qe6 18.Qe5 Qf7 19.Qd5 Qd5 
20.Bd5 Bh4 (20...NC6 21.Rb1 Na5 22.Rb5 
++-) 21.Be3 cd 22.cd Nd7 23.Rg7 Rc8 
24.Be6! ++- Rc7 25.Rh7 Be7 26.Ke2 Nf6 
27.Rg7 Nh5 28.Rf7l, 1-0. Notes condensed 
from annotations by Kalinichenko. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/425. 


D17 note 63 

1 .d4 d5 2.C4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 dc 5.a4 
Bf5 6.Ne5 e6 7.f3 c5 8.e4 cd 9.ef Nc6 
10.Nc6 be 11.fe fe 12.Bc4 dc 13.be?! 
Qa5! 



14.0-0!? Qc515.Qd4 Qd416.cd4 Nd5 
= ECO. 


BUST 

Instead of 14.0-0 White has the 
beautiful 14.Qe2!!, and now 14...Qc3 
(14...BC5 15.Qe6 Kd8 16.Kd2! Kc7 
17.Kc2 ++-) 15.Kf1 Qal (the best try was 
15...Kd8 16.Bb2 Qb4 17.Be6 Kc718.Rd1 
+-) 16.Qe6 Kd8 17.Ke2!! Qa4 18.Rd1 Qdl 
19.Kd1 Bc5 20.Qf7 Re8 21.Qg7 Nd7 
22.Bf7 Rf8 23.Be6 Nf6 24.Qb7 Re8 
25.Qa8 Kc7 26.Bf4, 1-0 (Van der 
Sterren-Petursson, Brocco 1992). Notes 
based on annotations by Van der Sterren. 


IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 13...Qa5(?) Oil gives 13...Qdl 

14.Kd1 Nd5 15.Kc2 Rb8!, planning ...Be7 
and ...Kd7 without evaluation (Informant 
55/380). 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.107. 


D17 note 71 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 dc 5.a4 
Bf5 6.Ne5 e6 7.13 Bb4 8.e4 Be4 9.fe Ne4 
10.Bd2 Qd4 11.Ne4 Qe4 12.Qe2 Bd2 
13.Kd2 Qd5 14.Kc2 Na6 15.Nc4 Qf5 



16-Kcl Rd8 17.Qe5 Qf2~ ECO. 
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IMPROVEMENT 

This line came under scrutiny when 
Karpov took the White side a few times in 
1988. He showed that the King can take 
care of itself by playing 16.Kc3! 0-017.Qe5 
Qf218.Bd3 Rad819.Rhf1 Qh4 20.Qe4 Qh6 
21.Qe3 Qh4 22.Rf4 +- (Karpov-Tukmakov, 
Gijon 1988). At first Black soughtto improve 
with 15...0-0-0 instead of 15...Qf5, then 
White looked for an antidote, and so forth. 
The debate continues today, and the entire 
variation can still be considered "unclear", 
but refinements are coming fast and furious. 
Currently White is saving a tempo after 

13.. .Qd5 with 14.Kc3 immediately, and 
Black’s best chances seem to lie with 

14.. .0.0 or 14...b5. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/362-363. 

D18 note 19 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 dc 5.a4 
Bf5 6.e3 e6 7.Bc4 Bb4 8.0-0 Nbd7 
9.Qe2 Bg610.e4 Bc3 11.be Ne4 12.Ba3 
Qc7 13.Rfc1 0-0-0 14.a5 Rhe8 15.Nh4 
Nd6 16.Bb3 e5 17.Qf3! Nb5 18.Ng6 hg 
19.Bf7! +- ECO. 

BUST 

In Magerramov-Tukmakov, Helsinki 
1992 Black played the much superior 

17.. .Nf6l. There followed 18.a6 (18.Bc5 
Kb8 19.de Re5 20.Bd4 Ra5, with 
compensation) b6 19.c4 Nde4!, when 
White should have tried either 20.d5 c5 
21.Ba4 Re7 22.Bc6 Nd6 23.Ng6 hg 
24.Rab1 Nd7, or 20.Ng6 hg 21 .c5 b5 
(21...Nd2oo) 22.d5! Nd2 23.Qe3 Nb3 
24.d6 Qd7 25.Qb3 Kb8!, planning 

26.. .Ka8 and 27...Rb8. Notes based on 
annotations by Tukmakov. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, pp.107-108. 


1 .d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 dc 5.a4 
Bf5 6.e3 e6 7.Bc4 Bb4 8.0-0 Nbd7 
9.Qb3 Qb6 10.e4 Bg6 11.Be6 fe 12.a5 
Ba5 13.Qe6 Kd8 14.e5 Ne4 15.Ne4 Be4 



16.Ng5 Bd5 17.Nf7 Kc8 18.Nd6 Kc7 
19.Qe7 Qd4 20.Ra5 Qe5 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position White has 
the quiet 16.Qf7!l, discovered by SM 
David Gliksman. Strauss-Lakdawala, 
Southern California Ch. 1992 then went 

16...Rf8 (16...Bf3 17.e6\; 16...Bg6 17.Qg7 
Re8 18.d5! -Short) 17.Qg7 Bd5 (17...BM 
18.Bg5 Kc8 19.e6 Qc7 20.Be7! -Peters) 
18.e6 Be6 19.Qg5 Kc8 (19...Kc7 20.Ra5 
Rae8 21.Bf4 Kc8 22.d5! Qa5 [22...Bd5 

23. Rd5]23.de Qg524.ed Kd725.Bg5 Rf3 

26. gf Rg8 27.h4 wins -Strauss and 
Gliksman) 20.Ra5 Rq8 21.Qh5 Bq4 
22.Rg5l Bh5 (22...Rg5 23.Qg5 B13 

24. Re1! Qd8 25.Qf5 Bd5 26.Bg5 Qg8 

27. Re7 Qd8 28.Rh7 Qe8 29.Re7 Qd8 
30.h4 -Peters) 23.Ra8 Nf8 (23...Qd8 

24. Rd8 Kd8 25.Ng5 Bg6 26.Bf4 Nf6 

27. Be5 Nd5 28.f4 Bf5 29.Nf7, and 30.Nd6 
-Strauss and Gliksman) 24.Rf8 Kd7 

25. Ne5 Kc7 26.Ra8 Qd4 27.Re1 Be2 

28. Re8 c5 29.Re7 Kc8 30.Nc6 . 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess , Vol.5, No.21 (October 26, 
1992), pp.17-18. 
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D20 note 42 

1 ,d4 d5 2x4 dc 3.e4 Nc6 4.Nf3 Bg4 
5.d5 Ne5 



6.Bf4 Ng6 7.Bg3 e5 8.Bc4 Bd6 9.Qb3 
Nf6 10.Bb5 Kf8 11.Nfd2 Nh5 12.Nc3 
Nhf4~ ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Care for a more dynamic flavor of 
"unclear"? Then try 6.Qd4!? Nf3 7.gf Bf3 
(7...Bd7 -MineV) 8.Bc4!, and now 8...c6 
(8...Bh1 9.Bb5 c6 10.dc Qd4 11.cb Kd8 
12.ba=Q Kc7 13.Bf4e5 14.Nd2 ef IS.Rcl 
wins -Minev) 9.Rg1, with good comp¬ 
ensation according to Minev. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.3 (February 17, 
1992), p.29. 


D20 note 52 

1.d4 d5 2x4 dc 3.e4 Nf6 4x5 Nd5 
5.Bc4 Nb6 6.Bd3 Nc6 7.Be3 Nb4 8.Be4 
(diagram) c6 9.Nc3 Be6 10.Nge2 N4d5 
11.0-0 Qd7 12.Ng3 f5! 13.ef ef 14.Qh5 
Qf715.Qf3 0-0-0 16.a4 a5 17.Nd5 Nd5 
18.Bd2 Bb4 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

GM Nigel Short took the central idea of 
this line to it’s logical conclusion when he 



played 8...f5! in the diagrammed position 
against Karpov (m/3, Linares 1992). That 
game proceeded 9.ef ef 10.Nc3 (tactics 
based on 10.Qh5 must reckon with an 
eventual ...Nc2, and Short mentions 10.a3 
f5) f5 11.Bf3 N4d5 12.Bd2! Be6 13.Nge2 
Qd7 14.0-0 0-0-0 15.Re1 (15.a4!? 
-Short) Rg8! 16.Bg5 Re8 17.Nf4 Nf4 
18.Bf4 g5 19.Be5 Bg7 20.Rc1 Be5, and 
now Short considers 21.Re5 to be 
unclear. As it was, Karpov played 21 .de? 
and was lucky to draw in 94 moves. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/371. 


D20 note 69 


1 .d4 d5 2x4 dc 3x4 C5 4.d5 Nf6 5.Nc3 
b5 
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6.e5 b4 7.ef be 8.bc ef 9.Bc4 +- ECO. 
BUST 

GM Michael Rhode calls 6.e5 the 
"previous" main line, stating that in 
ECO’s final position "...Black has 
easy play with ...Bd6, ...Nd7-b6, 
etc.". He is no doubt correct, since 
it’s difficult to find a recent game 
featuring 6.e5. 

NOVELTY 

The latest try to improve White’s play 
from the diagram is 6.Bf4, as in 
Shirov-Kramnik, Linares 1993. That 
game went 6...Qa5 7.Bd2 (7.e5 Ne4 
8.Nge2 Na6 9.f3 Nb4! lO.fe Nd3 

11. Kd2 g6! 12.b3 Bg7 13.be Nf4 

14. Nf4 Bed 15.Nfe2 b4 16.Qa4 Qa4 

17. Na4 Bal -+ was Gelfand-Anand, 
Linares 1993. In the next round 
Beliavsky- Kamsky varied with 7.a4!? 
Ne4 8.Nge2 Nd6 9.ab Qb6 b4 8.e5 
be 9.Bc3 Qa6 10.ef ef 11.b3 Be7 

12. Bc4 Qd6 13.Ne2 0-0 14.0-0 f5 

15. Re1 Nd7 16.Ng3 g6 17.Re7! Qe7 

18. d6 Qh4 19.Qd5 Rb8. Now Rhode 
analyzes 20.Re1 Bb7 21.Qd2! Rfe8! 
22.Re7 Re7 23.de Qe7 24.Qh6 Qf8 
25.Qf4 Qe7!, and White may have to 
take a draw. Not terribly encouraging 
- at the moment White is not faring 
well against 5...b5. 

SOURCE 

Michael Rhode, "Game of the Month," 
Chess Life, June 1993, pp.28-29. 

D21 line 4 

1.d4 d5 2.c4 dc 3.Nf3 Nd7 4.e4 



Nb6 5.a4 a5 6.Ne5 Nf6 7.Nc3 Nfd7 
8.Nc4 g6 9.Bf4 c6 10.Qd2 Bg7 11.Bh6 
0-0 += ECO. 

NOVELTY 

From the diagrammed position Black 
can play a new idea that may well be 
an improvement over ECO's line. A 
recent game went 4...b5l? 5.a4 Bb7 
6.ab Be4 7.Nc3 Bb7 8.Bc4 e6 9.0-0 
Bd6 10.Bg5 Ngf6 11.Qe2 h6 12.Bh4 
0-0 13.Ne5 Nb6 14.f4 Be7 15.Rad1 
Nc4 16.Qc4 Nd5 17.Be7 Qe7 18.Rde1 
a6 19.Nc6 Bc6 20.Qc6 Qb4 21 .Nd5 ed 
22.ba Qd4 23.Kh1 Qb2 24.Re7 Qa2 
25.Qc7 Ra6 26.f5 Qf2 27.Qc1 Rc6 
28.Qa1 Qd2 29.f6 Rf630.Rd1 Qf2,0-1. 


SOURCE 

Vehre-Bogdanovic, corr. 1990. 


D24 note 27 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4 dc 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 c5 
5.d5 e6 6.e4 ed 7.e5 Nfd7 8.Bg5 Be7 
9.Be7 Qe7 10.Nd5 Qd8 11.Qc2!? 
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Nb6 12.0-0-0! Nd5 13.Bc4 0-0! 

14. Bd5 Qe715.h4 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black can play 11...b5!, as in 
Yusupov-Seirawan, Rotterdam 1989, 
which opens a tactical can of worms. If 
White attempts a direct refutation with 
12.Qe4, Seirawan gives 12...Bb7 13.e6 
(13.Nf6? Qf6 14.Qb7 Qc6) Qa5 (not 
13...0-0 14.0-0-0! [14.ed Qa5 

15. Kd1/Nd2 Bd5 16.Qd5 Nd7 with good 
compensation] Re8 15.ef!) 14.Kd1 fe! 
15.Qe6 Kd8 16.Ng5 Bd5 17.Nf7 Kc7 
18.Qd6 Kb7 19.Qd5 Nc6 20.Qd7 Kb6 
21 .Nd6 Rab8, and states that "...Black 
would appear to be quite healthy." The 
above analysis merely summarizes 
Seirawan's comments; the interested 
reader should consult the source citation 
for detailed notes. Anyway, after 11 ...b5 
from the diagram, the bare game score 
goes: 12.0-0-0 Bb7 13.h4 Bd5 14.Rd5 
Qe7 15.Qe4 Nb6 16.e6 f6 17.h5 0-0 
18.Nh4 Nd5 19.Nf5 Qc7 20.Qd5 Nc6 
21.Qc6 Qf4 22.Ne3 Qf2 23.Nd5 Qel 
24.Kc2 Qe4 25.KC1 Qel 26.Kc2 Qe4 
27.Kc1, 1/2-1/2. Seirawan’s deep notes 
to this game are simply amazing, and if 
at all possible get a copy of the following 
issue of Inside Chess: 


SOURCE 

Yasser Seirawan, "Rotterdam World 
Cup, Part II," Inside Chess, Vol.2, No.16 
(August 14, 1989), pp.11-13. 


D29 note 70 

1.d4 d5 2.C4 dc 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.e3 e6 
5.BC4 C5 6.0-0 a6 7.Qe2 b5 8.Bd3 Bb7 
9.Rd1 Nbd7 10.Nc3 Qb8 11.d5 ed 
I2.e4 de l3.Ng5 c4 l4.Nce4 Ne4 
15.Ne4 Qe5 16.Bc2 0-0-0 -+ ECO. 



BUST 

Let's look a little further: Russian 
Chess Review continues with 17.Be3! 
Be4 (not17...f5 18.Bd4 Qe6 19.Ng3Qe2 
20.Ne2 Be4 21.Be4 fe 22.a4 Bc5 23.ab 
ab 24.Ra5 +-) 18.Bd4 Bd3 19.Bd3 Qe2 
(19...Qd4 20.Bf5 +-) 20.Be2, and 21 ,a4 
with compensation. Also suggested is 
the immediate 17.a4!? with the same 
evaluation, but no supporting analysis. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/278. 


D30 line 1 
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1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nf3 c5 4xd ed 5.Bg5 
Be7 6.Be7 Qe7 7.dc Nf6 8.Nc3 Qc5 
9.Qd4 Qe7 




10.Nd5 Nd5 11.Qd5 Nc6 12.e3 0-0 
13.a3 Rd8 with compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White needn’t be in such a hurry to grab 
the isolani, but can play 10.e3! 0-0 
(10...NC6 11.Bb5 and 12.Bc6 +=) 11 .Bb5! 
a6 12.Ba4 Bg4 (12..£5 13.Bb3 +=, but 

12.. .Bf5 13.0-0 Be4 14.Ne5 +- was 
Cvetkovich-Milianic, Yugoslavia 1992) 
13.Ne5 +=. Analysis by Cvetkovich. 
Sometimes a lighter touch is preferable. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/401. 

D31 line 23 

1.d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Be7 4.cd ed 
5.Bf4 c6 6.Qc2 (diagram) g6 7.e3 Bf5 
8.Qd2 Nf6 9.f3 c510.Bb5 Nc611 .dc Bc5 
12.Na4 Be7 = ECO. 

NOVELTY 

From the diagram Black can play 

6.. .h5!7, a move that looks strange but, 
quoting Seirawan, "It certainly sidesteps 
all preparation and immediately sets 
problems for White...." Seirawan analyzes 
some of these problems as follows: 7.Nf3 



After 6.Qc2 


g5! 8.Be5 Rh6l, threatening 9...Nd7 and 
...f6 or ...g4. If instead 7.e3, then again 

7...g5! 8.Be5 f6 9.Bb8 Rb8 10.h4 (10.Qg6?l 
Kf8 followed by 11 ...Nh6, and if 12. Qh5 Bg4 
with a draw) g4!, when attempts to plant a 
Knight on f4 are met by ...Bd6. The actual 
game (Seirawan-Agdestein, Olympiad 

1988) went 7.h3! g6 8.e3 Bf5 9.Bd3 Bd3 
10.Qd3 Nd7 11 .Nge2, and Seirawan gives 
11 ...Ngf6 12.0-0-0 Qa5 as best. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.2, No.1 (January 23, 

1989) , p.14. 

D31 note 49 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c6 4.e4 de 5.Ne4 
Bb4 6.Bd2 Qd4 7.Bb4 Qe4 8.Ne2 Nd7 
9.Qd6 C5 
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10.BC5 Nc5 11.QC5 Bd7 = ECO. 
IMPROVEMENT 

White can play for more with 10.Bc3!, 
when G.Georgadze-Matlak, Warsaw 
1989 continued 10...Ngf6 11.0-0-0 Qc6 
1 2.Qg3 Rg8 (12...0-0? 13.Rd7 Bd7 

14. Bf6 -Short) 13.f3 Ke7 14.Nf4 b6 

15. Nd3 Ba6 16.Ne5 Ne5 17.Be5 Rad8 
18.Be2, 1-0/33. White kept control of the 
dark squares until the end, while 
exploiting Black’s King position. 

SOURCE 

Nigel Short, "Inside News," Inside 
Chess, Vol.3, No.7 (April 16,1990), p.18. 


D31 note 65 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c6 4.e4 de 5.Ne4 
Bb4 6.Bd2 Qd4 7.Bb4 Qe4 8.Be2 Na6 
9.Bc3 Ne7 10.Bg7 Rg8 11.BC3 Nd5 
12.cd Qg213.de Be614.Bf6 Rg615.Bh4 
Qhl 16.Qd6 



Qgl 17.Kd2 Qg5 18.Bg5 Rg5 19.Ke1 
Rd8 oo ECO. 

BUST 

Black can clear things up in a hurry with 
16...Rg5! -+ (17.0-0-0 Rc5 18.Kb1 Qe4 
-ed). Barring furtherdiscoveries, 10.Bg7(?l) 
is out of business. 


SOURCE 

RCR 1/279. 


D31 note 73 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c6 4.e4 de 5.Ne4 
Bb4 6.Bd2 Qd4 7.Bb4 Qe4 8.Be2 Na6 
9.Bd6 e5 10.Qb3 Nf6 



11.Nf3 U67oo ECO. 

BUST 

According to Yudovich it was Taimanov 
who proposed 10.Qb3, but with the idea 
of playing 11 .Qg3l. Indeed, after 11 .Qg3! 
in the diagrammed position Black looks 
stuck for a move - he will lose his extra 
pawn (his only comfort against White's 
powerful dark-squared Bishop) and be left 
with an inferior position. 

SOURCE 

M.Yudovich, The Gambit (Moscow: 
Planeta Publishers, 1989), p.149. 

D31 note 117 

1 -d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 c6 4.Nf3 dc 5.a4 
Bb4 6.e3 b5 7.Bd2 a5 8.ab Bc3 9.Bc3 cb 
10.b3 Bb7 11.be b412.Bb2 Nf613.Bd3 
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Nbd714.Qc2 0-015.e4 e516.0-0 Qc7 
17.Rfe1 Rfe8 18.C5 ed 19.Bd4 



Ng4 20.BC4 Nde5 21 .Ne5 Ne5 22.Bd5 
+- ECO. 

BUST 

It turns out that White’s "advantage" is 
built upon his response to Black’s faulty 
...Ng4-e5 maneuver. For his part Black 
happens to have a useful move in 

19.. .h6! =+, when Neverov-Kramnik, 
USSR 1991 saw White pass with 20.h3 
(20.e5!? Nd5 21.e6! Re6 22.Re6 fe 

23. Re1 Nf4 24.Be4 Rc8 25.Ne5 Be4! 
26.Qe4 Nd5 =+). There followed 

20.. .BC6 21 .e5 Nd5 22.e6! (Black can’t 
be allowed 22...Nf8) Re6 23.Re6 fe 

24. Bh7 (24.Re1 Nf4 25.Be4 Rf8 -+) Kh8 

25. Bg7! Kg7 26.Qg6 Kh8 27.Qh6 Nf8 

28. Bf5 (28.Bg6 Kg8 29.Ng5 Be8) Nh7 

29. Bh7 Qh7 30.Qe6 Ne7 31.Ne5 Qg7 
32.a4. and after 32...Bd5?l Black won 
anyway on move 40. Better, however, 
was 32...Be8 33.Rd1 a4 -+. Notes based 
on Kramnik’s annotations. 

SOURCE 

Informant 53/387. 


D32 note 45 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c5 4.cd ed 5.dc 
d4 6.Na4 b5 7.cb ab 8.b3 Nc6 9.e4 



b5 10.Nb2 Bb4 11.Bd2 Qa5 12.a4 Ba6 
13.Nf3 Bd214.Nd2 Nb415.Nd3! +- ECO. 


BUST 

Black can get a good position by playing 
the immediate 9...Bb4!, as in Pyshkin- 
Raedeker, 5th ICCF Cup 1982, which 
continued 10.Bd2 d3 11.a3 Qd4! 12.ab 
Nb4! (Black can also experiment with 

12...Qe4 13.Be3 Nb4 14.Nc3 [14.Kd2i?] 
Qe3! IS.fe Ral 16.Nb1 Bf5! 17.Nf3 Nf6 
18.Nfd2 Ng4 79.0/3 Nc2 20.Kd1 Nge3 
21 .Kcl 0-0 °o -Pyshkin) 13.Bb4 Qe4 
14.Be2 Qb4 15.Qd2 Qd2 16.Kd2 de 
17.Ne2 Ra6! = 18.Nd4 Ne7 19.Rhe1 Kd7 
20.Racl Rd8 21.Re5 Bb7 22.Ke1, 
1 / 2 - 1 / 2 . 

SOURCE 

CYB 2/278. 


D32 note 54 

1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c5 4.cd ed 5.dc 
Nf6 6.Be3 Nc6 7.Nf3 Qa5 8.Nd2 Ng4 
9.Nb3 Ne3 lO.fe Qd8 (diagram) 11.Qd5 
Be6 12.Qe4 Be7 13.Nd4 0-0 14.0-0-0 
Qa5 15.Ne6 fe 16.g3 Bf6 !, with 
compensation -ECO. 

BUST 
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After 10...Qd8 


White can put the squeeze on with 
11.g3!, when one game continued 
11 ...Be6 12.Bg2 Qg5 13.e4 d4 14.Nd5 
Qe5 15.Qd2 0-0-0 16.Nc1 Bc5 17.Nd3 
Qd6 18.Rc1 Bb6 19.e5 Qf8 20,Nb6 ab 
21 .Nb4 Bd7 22.Qd4 b5 23.Na6!, 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Pyshkin-Shibaev, corr. USSR. 

D32 note 62 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c5 4.cd ed 5.Nf3 
Nf6 6.Bg5 Be7 7.dc Be6 



8.Rc1 0-0 9.Bf6 Bf6 10.e3 Qa5 11.a3 
Nc6 12.Bd3 +- ECO citing Marshall- 
Rubinstein, Lodz 1908. 


BUST 

Rubinstein blundered on the 19th move 
(1-0/24), no doubt accounting for ECO’s 
evaluation. But consider Frank Marshall’s 
own notes to the game, which continued 

12.. .QC5 13.h4 (13.0-0 Qe7 =) Qe7 

14. Ng5 (14.Bh7? Kh7 15.Ng5 Kg6) h6 

15. Ne6 fe 16.Bb1 Bh4! 17.g3 Bg3! 18.fg 
Qg5 19.Qd3 Ne5! (Rubinstein played 

19.. .Qg3?), and according to Marshall 
Black has a winning attack, e.g. 20.Qh7 
Kf7 21. Rfl Ke7 and White runs out of 
moves. 

IMPROVEMENT 

In another Marshall-Rubinstein game 
(Warsaw 1908), White didn’t allow the 
course analyzed above. From the 
diagram Marshall played 8.e3 0-0 9.Bd3 
Bc5 lO.Rcl Nc6 11.0-0 Be7 12.Bb1 Rc8 
13.a3 Qa5 14.Qd3 g6 15.Ba2 (+= Minev), 
1-0/44. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "The Lost Match: 
Rubinstein-Marshall, 1908," Inside 
Chess, Vol.1, No.9 (May 4,1988), pp.4-5. 


D34 note 24 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c5 4.cd ed 5.Nf3 
Nc6 6.g3 Nf6 7.Bg2 Be7 8.0-0 0-0 9.b3 
Bg4 10.dC Bc5 11.Bb2 Re8 12.RC1 Rc8 
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13.h3 Bf3 14.Bf3 Bd4 15.e3 Be5 

16.Bg2 d4! = ECO. 

BUST 

In Chehov-Savchenko, Moskva 1992 
White played the straightforward 13.Nd5!. 
There followed 13...Bf2 (13...Qd5 14.Q65 
Nd5 15.Rc5 Re2 16.Bg7 +-) 14.Rf2 Nd5 
15.Ne5 Ne5 (15...Be6 16.Nc6bc 17.Qd4 
+-) 16.RC8 Bc8 17.Qd5 Qc7 (17...Qd5 
18.Bd5 Rd8 19.e4 Nd3 20.B17 Kf8 21.Ba3 
++-Chehov) 18.Rf4! +-. Notes by GM Miles. 
In theory Black can sometimes give up his 
isolani for counterplay - but to have it stolen 
out from under his nose is another matter! 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/406. 

D34 note 154 

1 ,d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.NC3 c5 4.cd ed 5.Nf3 
Nc6 6.g3 Nf6 7.Bg2 Be7 8.0-0 0-0 
9.Bg5 c4 10.Ne5 Be6 11.f4 Qb6 12.f5 
Ne513.Na4 



Qa514.de Bd715.ef gf 16.Bh6 +- ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

Black can strengthen his play with 
13...Qc7 as in Scherbakov-Zelcic, Bled 
1992. White still may be able to claim some 
sort of an edge, but after 14.de (14.fe?i 


Neg4! «.) Qe5 15.Bf6 (15.Bf4?Qf5 16.Bd6 
Qfl 17.QH Bd6 15.e4 de [15...d4!? 
16.Bf4 Qa5 17.fe fe, with compensation] 

16. Bf4 Bc5! 17.Kh1 Q15°°) Bf6 16.fe fe 

17. Kh1, Scherbakov gives 17...b5 18.Nc3 
Rab8!? planning b5-b4. Now Van der 
Sterren concludes that "...it may not be so 
easy for White to prove a tangible 
advantage." Notes by Scherbakov. 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, p.95. 


D34 note 205 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 c5 4.cd ed 5.Nf3 
Nc6 6.g3 Nf6 7.Bg2 Be7 8.0-0 0-0 
9.Bg5 cd 10.Nd4 h6 11.Be3 Re8 12.Rc1 
Bf8 13.Qa4 Bd7 



14.Rfd1 Na5 15.Qc2 Rc8 = ECO. 

BUST 

IM Vince McCambridge observes that 
White can win a clear pawn in the 
diagrammed position, e.g. 14.Nd5 Nd5 

15.Bd5 Nb4 16.Qb3 Nd5 17.Qd5 Bh3 

18.Qd8 Red8 19.Rfd1. Let Black think 
about that for a while! 

SOURCE 

Vince McCambridge, "Manila Interzonal: 
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Changing of the Guard," Chess Life, 
November 1990, p.40. 


D34 note 232 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.NC3 c5 4.cd ed 5.Nf3 
Nc6 6.g3 Nf6 7.Bg2 Be7 8.0-0 0-0 
9.Bg5 cd 10.Nd4 h611 .Be3 Re8 12.Qa4 
Bd7 13.Rad1 Nb4 14.Qb3 a5 15.a4 Bf8 
16.NC2 



Be6 17.Bd4 Ne4 18.Nb4 ab 19.Nb5 
Qa5 20.Be4 de 21 .Qe3 Qa4 22.Nc7 Bb3 
23-Rcl Bc2 24.Ne8 Re8 with 
compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

A difficult position, and some proponents 
of Black’s system would prefer to see 
White be the one making material 
investments. In the game Akhmilovskaya- 
Stanciu, Thessaloniki 1988, therefore, 
Black played the dynamic 16...b5!, 
leading to immediate turmoil. The game 
proceeded with 17.ab (17.Nb5 Bb5 18.ab 
a4 19.Qc3 Rc8 -ed) a4 18.Qb4 (18.Na4 
Bb5 19.Nb6 [19.Nc3 Bc4] Re3! 20.Qe3 
[20. fe Qb6 21.Nb4 Ba4 or 21...Bc4 -++] 
Nc2 -Bisguier) Bb4 19.Nb4. Now GM 
Bisguier recommends 19...Re3 20.fe Be6, 
planning ...Qb6, when "Black’s position is 
preferable". 


SOURCE 

Larry Parr, "Knight Moves in Greece," 
Chess Life, February 1989, pp.25,29. 

D35 note 109 

1.d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.cd ed 
5.Bg5 c6 6.e3 Nbd7 7.Bd3 Bd6 8.Nge2 
Nf3 



9.Qc2 transposing to 8.Qc2 Nf8 9.Nge2 
Ng6 etc., -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White should make more than a 
transposition out of this sequence, 
playing instead as in Seirawan- 
Ljubojevic, Barcelona 1 989. After 
8...Nf8(7!) that game continued from the 
diagram with 9.f3! Ng6 10.e4 de 11.fe 
Be7 12.0-0 0-0! (12...Ne4 13.Be7Nc3 

14. Bd8 Ndl 15.Radi Kd8 16.Rf7 
-Seirawan) 13.Qb3 c5 14.e5 Ng4 

15. Bg6! hg 16.Be7 Qe7. Now Seirawan 
analyzes 17.Nd5 Qd8 18.h3 Be6 
19.Nef4 Bd5 20.Nd5 Nh6 21 .dc +-. 

SOURCE 

Yasser Seirawan, "Barcelona World 
Cup," inside Chess, Vol.2, No.12 (June 
26, 1989), pp.10-12. 
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D37 line 22 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 Be7 
5.Bf4 0-0 6.e3 c5 7.dc Bc5 8.Qc2 Nc6 
9.a3 Qa5 



10.Nd2 Bb4 11 xd ed 12.Nb3 Bc3 
13.bc Qa4 14.Bd3 b6 15.f3 Ba6 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

This line has evolved considerably in the 
last few years, and the tendency has been 
toward ever-increasing complications. 
From the diagram, consider the following 
modern interpretation of this line: 
10.0-0-0 Ne4 11.Nb5 a6 12.Nc7 e5 
13.Rd5! (Gelfand-Yusupov, Linares 1992 
went 13.Nd5 Nf2 14.Ng5 Bf5! 15.Qf2 ef 
16.Qf4 A/e7/ 17.Ne7 Be7 18.Rd5 Qel 
19.Rd1, 1/2-1/2) f5 14.Re5 Ne5 15.Be5 
Ra7 16.Nd5 b6 17.Bd3 Bd7 18.b4 Qa3 
19.Bb2 Qa4 20.be be 21 .Ne5 Qc2 22.Bc2 
Be6 23.Nf4,1-0. 

SOURCE 

Kasparov-Vaganian, European Team 
Ch. 1992. 


D38 line 16 

1.d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 Bb4 
5.cd ed 6.Bg5 h6 7.Bh4 g5 8.Bg3 Ne4 
9.Nd2 Nc3 10.be Bc3 11 .Rcl 



Ba5 12.Qc2 Nc613.e3 0-0 14.h4 g4 += 
ECO. 

BUST 

GM Mednis points out that Black’s 
worries in ECO’s line stem from his 
misplaced dark Bishop, and that 11 ...Bd4 
in the diagram fails to 12.Qa4. However, 
Epishin-Sosonko, Ter Apel 1992 saw 
Black solve his problems nicely with 
11 ...Bb2! 12.Rc7 (12.Rc2 and 12.Rb1 
allow 12...Bd4, and 12.Bc7 Qe7is equal) 
Na6! 13.Rc2 Bd4 14.e3 Bg7 15.Ba6 ba =. 

SOURCE 

Edmar Mednis, "Opening Forum," 
Chess Life, February 1993, p.25. 

D38 note 169 

1.d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 Bb4 
5.cd ed 6.Bg5 Nbd7 7.e3 c5 8.Bd3 c4 
9.Bc2 Qa5 10.0-0 Bc3 11.be Qc3? 
12.Qbl 0-0 I3.e4! de l4.Bd2 Qa3 
15.Bb4 Qa6 16.Bf8 ef 17.Bb4 fg 
18.Re1 +- (diagram) ECO, citing Alekhine. 


BUST 

Larry Parr, in a letter to Chess Life, notes 
that White’s main "threat" can be parried, 
e.g. 18...QC6! 19.Bh7 Nh7 20.Re8 Ndf8 
21.Qel Ng5! 22.Rf8 Kh7 23.Qe3 Nh3 
24,Qh3 Bh3 25.Ra8 c3, threatening 
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After 18.Re1 


26.. .Qc4 and 27...Qf1. Another line is 

18.. .Qc6 19.d5 Qd5 20.Bh7 Nh7 21.Re8 
Ndf8 22.Bf8 Nf6l, and White has no move. 
Interestingly, GM Evans relates that the 
move 21...Ng5! was suggested in the 
American Chess Bulletin, March 1929! 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, March 1993, p.14. 

D41 note 128 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.NC3 Nf 6 4.Nf3 c5 5xd 
Nd5 6X4 Nc3 7.bc cd 8xd Bb4 9.Bd2 
Bd2 10.Qd2 0-011.BC4 Nc6 12.0-0 b6 
13.Rad1 Bb7 14.Rfe1 Rc8 15.d5 Na5 
16.Bd3 



ed 17x5 h6 18.Qf4 Nc6 19.Qf5 g6 
20,Qg4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 16...ed Black has an 
interesting Queen sacrifice: 16...Qd6! 
17.Qg5 h6 18.Qg4 Rfe8 19.e5 Qd5 
20.Bh7 Kh7 21.Rd5 Bd5, when he has a 
solid position and material equilibrium for 
the Queen. 

SOURCE 

Tomaszewski-Sequiera, Skien 1979. 

D42 note 47 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.NC3 Nf 6 4.Nf3 c5 5.cd 
Nd5 6x3 Nc6 7.Bd3 Cd 8.ed Be7 9.0-0 
0-0 10.Rel Nc3 11 .be b6 12.Qc2 g6 



13.Be4 Bb7 14.Qd2 Bf6 15.Qh6 Bg7 
16.Qh3 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

White recognizes that his play should be 
aimed at the opposing King, but a much 
more direct method is 13.h4!, simply 
planning 14.h5, 15.hg and 16.Bh6. The 
h-pawn is immune because of 13...Bh4? 
14.Bb5 Bb7 15.Qe4 ++-, so there remain 
two defences: 
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1) 13...Bb7 14.h5 Bf6 15.hg hg 16.Bg6 
fg 17.Qg6 Kh8 (17...Bg7 18.Ng5 Rf6 

19. Qh7 Kf8 20.Ba3 Ne7 21 .Re6 ++-) 
18.Re6!7, followed by 19.Bg5 Bg5 

20. Qh5 Kg8 21 .Rg6 ++-, and 

2) 13...Bf6 14.h5 Bg7 IS.hg hg 16.Ng5 
and 17.Bg6 +-, with a strong attack. 
Analysis by Winants. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/466. 

D44 note 83 

1 ,d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 
5.Bg5 dc 6.e4 b5 7.e5 h6 8.Bh4 g5 9.Ng5 
hg 10.Bg5 Nbd7 11.Be2 Bb7 



12.0-0 Qa5 13.ef 0-0-0 14.Bf3 Ne5 
15.Be4b4-+ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

11 .Be2 can’t be a bad move in itself; see, 
for example, line 24 of this section (which 
suggests that 14.a4!? instead of 14.Bf3 
may be indicated). In any case, the fault 
must lie with White’s follow-up. From the 
diagram 12.Bf3 Qa5 13.ef 0-0-0 
14.Qc1°o is interesting. One recent game 
continued 14...e5 15.Be3 ed 16.Bd4 Bh6 
17.QC2 Rhe8 18.Kf1 c5 19.Bb7 Kb7 
20.Be3 Be3 21.fe°o, 1-0/37. 

SOURCE 

Weinberg-Strauss, Las Vegas 1990. 


D44 note 107 

1.d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 
5.Bg5 dc 6.e4 b5 7.e5 h6 8.Bh4 g5 9.Ng5 
hg 10.Bg5 Nbd7 11.g3 Qa5 12.ef b4 
13.Ne4 Ba6 14.b3 0-0-0 15.Qc2 Nb6 
16.Be3 



Kb7 17.RC1 Ka8 18.Be2 Bb7 19.0-0 
Qf5 20.h4 Bh6 21.NC5 Qh3~ ECO. 

BUST 

Black can proceed much more strongly 
with 16...e5!, as in Panman-Noomen, corr. 
1989-90. That game went 17.0-0-0 Bh6 
18.Kb1 Be3 19.fe Nd5 20.Qf2 (-+ 
according to Noomen) ed 21 .ed cb 22.ab 
Rhe8 (threatening both 23...Re4 and 
23...NC3)23.RC1 Re4 24.Rc6 Kb7 25.Ra6 
Nc3 26.KC1 (26.KC2 Qc7 27.Bc4 Re2 

28. Be2 Ne4 -++) Qg5 27.Qd2 (27.Kc2 
Red4) Qf5!, 0-1 in view of 28.Bd3 Rdd4 
followed by 29...Rd3 30.Qd3 Rel, while 

29. Be4 is met by 29...Qe4. Notes based 
on annotations by CYB’s editorial staff. 

SOURCE 

CYB 2/285. 


D44 note 150 

1.d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 
5.Bg5 dc 6.e4 b5 7.e5 h6 8.Bh4 g5 9.Ng5 
hg 10.Bg5 Nbd7 11.ef Bb7 12.g3 Qb6 
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13.Bg2 c5 14.d5 0-0-0 15.0-0 b4 
16.Na4 Qb5 17.a3 Nb818.ab cb 19.Qg4 
Bd5 20.Rfc1 Nd7 



21.Bd5 ed 22.Be3 Bd6 23.Ba7 Kb7 

24. Bd4 Ra8 25.Qd1 Rhc8~ ECO. 

Yes, Virginia, this is all "theory"; meaning 
that it’s part of a game GM’s deem to 
represent best play as of yesterday 
evening. 

BUST 

In the case of the game fragment ECO 
cites here, however, White kept 
hammering away at Black’s time- 
consuming Knight maneuvers until, over 
time, the knockout blow was discovered. 
Magerramov-Savcenko, St. Petersburg 
1992 diverged from the diagram with 
21 .Qf4! Nc5 (the only move, as 21...Nb6 
22.Nb6 Qb6 23.Rc4 Bc4 24.Qc4 walks 
into a deadly attack, while 21 ...Bg2 
22.Qc4 Qc4 23.Rc4 Kb7 24.Kg2 leaves 
White a won endgame, and 21...Qc6 
22.Rc4 Qc4 23.RC1 Qcl 24.Qc1 Kb7 

25. Bd5 ed 26.Bf4 Rc8 27.Qd1 is also 
untenable for Black) 22.Nc5 Bc5 
(22...QC5 23.Qg4 Rd7l 24.Be3 Qc6 
25.Bd5 ed 26.Ra7) 23.Bf1 Kb7 24.Bc4 
Bc4 25.RC4 Rd5 2&Qe4a5_27.R_ac1 Qc6 
(27...Bd6 28.Bf4, or 27...Bb628.Be3, and 
White penetrates in either case) 28.h4 
Rhd8 29 .Kq 2 . 1-0. Comments based on 
Magerramov’s notes, who analyzes the 
likely conclusion 29...Re5 30.Qc6 Kc6 


31 .Be3 Rdd5 32.Rc5 Rc5 33.Rc5 Rc5 
34.Bc5 Kc5 35.h5. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/427 


D46 note 46 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 Bd6 7.0-0 0-0 8.Qc2 dc 
9.Bc4 e5 10.h3 



ed 11.ed Nb612.Bb3 Nbd5!? += ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

Black doesn’t have to release the 
tension with 10...ed until he’s prepared - if 
at all. Better is 10...Qe7! 11.a3 Bc7 
transposing to Stohl-Rogers, Brno 1991, 
which went 12.Ba2 h6 13.Nh4 Re8 (or 
13...ed 14.Nf5 Qe5 15J4 Qe8 16.Nd4) 
14.Nf5 Qf8 15.d5 (15.Nb5 Bb8 16.Bd2a5 
17.de Re5l 18.Nc3 Nc5 -Anand) e4! 16.dc 
be 17.Nb5 Bb8! 18.Qc6 Ne5 19.Qa8 Bf5. 
Now Stohl gives 20.Nd4 Bd7! 21 .Qb7 Qd6 
22.Qb4 Qc7 23.Qc3 Qd6 24.Qb4 with 
repetition, or 20...Bh3 l ? 21.gh Qd6 
22.Kg2! Ng6 23.Rh1 Nh4 24.Kg1 Nf3 
25.Kg2, again with repetition (not 25.Nf3 
Qdl 26.Ne1 Bh2 27.Kh2 Ra8 28.Ng2 
Qe2). 
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SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.4, No.25-26 
(December 23, 1991), p.25. 


D47 note 51 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.Nf3 Nf6 4.Nc3 e65.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.BC4 b5 8.Bd3 b4 9.Na4 
c510.e4?!cd 



11.e5 Nd5 12.0-0 Be7! l3.Re1 0-0 
14.Nd4 Qc7 15.Qh5 g6 16.Qe2 Bb7 
17.Bh6 Rfc818.Ba6 Ba619.Qa6 Qc4 =+ 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

How about an interesting sacrificial 
idea? Wells-Conquest, London 1991 went 
11 .Bb5 Qa5 12,Bc6 Rb8 13.0-0 e5i 
14.Bf4i Bd6 (14...ef 15.e5 Nd5 16.Nd4! 
Ne7 [16...Be7 17.Nb3] 17.Re1) 15.B<?3 
Bc7 (15...0-0 [Suba] 16.Nd4 Qc7 17.NI5 
Qc6 18.Rc1 Qe4 [18...Bc5 19.Ne7] 
19.Nd6 Qd5 20.Qd5 Nd5 21.Rfd1, or 
19...Qg4 [19...Qa8 -Watson]20.Qg4 Ng4 
21.Rfd1) 16 Rc1 0-0 17.b3 Rd8 18.Bd7 
Nd7 19.Nd4! Nf6 20.Nc6 Rdl 21 .Rfdl 
Qb5 22.Nb8 Bg 4 (22...Qb8 23.Be5!) 
23.Rc7 Bdl 24.Rc8 Ne8 25.Nc6 h5. and 
now26.Re8 Kh727.Rd8Qc628.Rd1 Qc2 
29.Re1 Qa2 30.Be5 Qb3°° was White’s 
best course (notes based on comments 
by Tisdall). As it was, he played 26.h4 ?l 


and won anyway on move 40. There’s lots 
of room for new ideas here! 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.4, No.13 (July 8, 
1991), pp.9-10. 

D48 line 10 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.BC4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9.e4 
c5 10.d5 c4 11.de cd 



12.ed Qd7 13.Ne5 Qe6 14.Nd3 Bb7 
15.0-0 Rd8 16.Qf3 Ne4 17.Re1 f5 
18.Bg5 Rd7 += ECO. 

NOVELTY 

12.ef!? was introduced in the game 
Seirawan-Kortchnoi, Barcelona 1989. 
The full implications of White’s piece 
sacrifice haven’t been worked out yet, but 
current investigations reveal the following: 
12.ef Kf7 13.e5 Qe7 14.Ng5 (14.Bf4 Nb6! 
15.Ng5 Kg8 16.Qd3 °° -Varnus) Ke8 
15.0-0 (15.f4? Ne5 16.0-0 Qa7 
-Kortchnoi) Ne5 16.Re1 h6 17.Nge4 Ne4 
18.Ne4 Bg4 19.f3 Be6, and now 20.Nf2 
Nc6 21.Qd3 or 21.Nd3 is unclear 
according to Kortchnoi. 

SOURCE 
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Egon Varnus, Semi-Slawisch (Mannheim: 
Schachverlag Reinhold Dreier, 1992), 
p.111. 


D48 line 13 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.Bc4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9.e4 
c510.d5 c4 ll.de cd I2.ed Qd713.0-0 
Bb7 14.Re1 Be7 15.e5 Nd5 16.Ne4 0-0 
17.Qd3 Qg4 18.Ng3 



Nb4 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Unless you’re a big fan of the Meran 
variation Black’s gambit can be rather 
deceptive. In this line he aims at tactics 
based on Knight forks at c2 (ECO’s 
18...Nb4 is a blunt example, but White 
parries easily enough), combined with 
strikes at the enemy castled position. 
Instead of 18...Nb4 Black kept his powder 
dry with 18,..f5 ! in Hansen-Chernin, 
Taastrup 1992. The game continued 

19. Bd2 (the first point of Black’s 
refinement is revealed after 19.ef Bf6 

20. h3 Nb4, when his pieces seem to be 
everywhere) Rad8 2Q.Qb3 Kh8 21.h3 
Q g6 22.Rac1! (22.Kh2 Bc5, or22.Radi f4 
23.Nf1 Ne31 -keep an eye on Black’s 
f-pawn ) f4 23.Ne4 (again, 23.Nf1 Ne3, or 
23.Ne2 Ne3 24.Nf4 Rf4 25.Re3 Rd2 
26.Rc7 Bd5 is decisive) Ne3 24.Be3 Bd5 


(24...Be4 25.Bc5! Rd3 26.Qd3 Bd3 
27.Be7 gives White the initiative ) 25.Bc5! 
and White offered a draw, 1/2-1/2. One 
possible continuation is 25...Bb3 26.ab 
Bc5 27.Nc5 and 28.e6. Notes based on 
Chernin’s annotations. 

SOURCE 

Informant 54/440. 

D48 note 1 

1 .d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.NC3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.Bc4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9.0-0 
Bb7 10.e4 c5 



Here ECO and other opening manuals 
examine only 11.d5, but Koploy-Strauss, 
Los Angeles 1990 featured an aggressive 
new try for White: 

NOVELTY 

11.e5 Nd5 12.Ng5 (threatening 13.Ne6 
and 14.Qh5) Be713.Qh5 g6. Now IM Jack 
Peters analyzes 14.Qh6 Bf8 15.Ne6 Bh6 

16. Nd8 Bel 17.Nb7 Nf4~; or 14.Qh6 Nc3 
15.Ne6 (15.be Ne5) Qb6 16.Ng7 Kd8 

17. bc cd 18.Bf4, and the drafty position of 
Black’s King is a source of worry. All told, 
11.e5 seems to be worth further 
investigation. 

SOURCE 
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John Hillery, "Southern California 
Championship," Chess Life, January 
1991, p.49. Incidentally, after 11.d5 ECO 
gives a long, complex line beginning 

11...ed 12.ed Be7 13.Bb5 etc., and 
eventually +=. But White keeps a nice 
edge with the simple 13.Bf4, threatening 
14.d6 -Informant 54/438. 


D48 note 69 

1 ,d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.NC3 Nf6 4.Nf3 C65.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.Bc4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9.e4 
c510.d5 c411.de cd I2.ed Qd713.0-0 
Bb7 14.Re1 Be7 15.e5 Nd5 16.Ne4 0-0 
17.Qd3 h6? 18.Bd2 



Qe6 19.Nd4 Qe5 20.Ng5 ++- ECO. 

BUST 

17...h6 is a decent move; it’s 18...Qe6(?) 
that stinks. Barbero gives 17...h6! 18.Bd2 
Rad8!°°. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 18.Bd2, Marin-Barbero, 
Thessaloniki 1988 continued from the 
diagram with 18.Ng3! Rad8 19.e6!? fe 
20.Bh6, when Barbero analyzes 20...Rf3! 
21 .gf gh 22.Qg6 Kf8 23.Qh6 (23.Re6?l 
Bg5!) Kf7 24.Qh7 Kf8 and White can take 
a perpetual or play 25.Nh5 Bf6 with equal 
chances. 


SOURCE 

Egon Varnus, Semi-Slawisch I: Die 
Meraner Verteidigung (Mannheim: 
Reinhold Dreier, 1992), p.115. 


D49 line 3 

1 ,d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.Bc4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9.e4 
c5 10.e5 cd 11.Nb5 Ng4 12.Qa4 Rb8 
13.Nd6 Bd6 14.ed Qb6 15.Qd4 



Qd4 16.Nd4 Rb6 17.b3 Rd6 18.Bb2 
0-0 19.Be2 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 15...Qd4 Black wins with 

15...Nde5!, when White can resign. See 
Donaldson-O’Donnell, Vancouver 1989 
and Pogorelov-Moroz, USSR 1988 for 
examples of this trap in action. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Obviously White can’t play 15.Qd4?7, 
but should continue with 15.h3 (or 15.0-0 
Qd6 16.Qd4 Qd4 17.Nd4 -Donaldson) 
Ngf6 16.Qd4 Qd4 17.Nd4 Rb6 18.Nb3 
Rd619.Be2 0-0 20.0-0 Nd5 21 .Bd2 Ne5 
22.Rfd1 +=, as in Tukmakov-Horvath, 
Sochi 1987. 

SOURCE 
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John Donaldson, "1990 U.S. Open," 
Inside Chess, Vol.3, No. 18 (September 
17, 1990) p.21. 

D49 line 10 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5.e3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.Bc4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9x4 
c5 10x5 cd 11 .Nb5 Ne5 12.Ne5 ab 
13.Bb5 Bd7 14.Nd7 Qa5 15.Bd2 Qb5 
16.Nf8 Kf8 



17.a4 Qb2 18.0-0 Ne4 19.Qf3 f5 
20.Bf4 Qc3 21.Qh5 Qc6, with 
compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 17.a4, White should play 

17. b3!. Now Quist-Handel, corr. 1988-90 
went 17...Rb8 (17...Ke7?l lost badly in 
Timman-Nogueiras, Lucerne 1989, so 
Handel suggests 17...Nd5 18.a4 Qd3~>. If 
someone can find an advantage for White 
here we can upgrade this entry to a "bust") 

18. b4! Nd5 19.a4 Qd3 20.b5 Qe4 
(20...NC3 21.BC3 Qc3 22.Kf1 Ke7 23.h4 
and24.Rh3) 21 .Kfl d3 22.h4 Ke7 23.Rh3 
Rhd8 (23...Rhc8 24.Qf3 Qe5 25.Ra3 +-) 
24.Rg3 Nf6. Now 25.b6! would leave 
White with a clear advantage (comments 
based on notes by Handel). 

SOURCE 

CYB 2/288. 


D49 note 2 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Nf3 c6 5x3 
Nbd7 6.Bd3 dc 7.Bc4 b5 8.Bd3 a6 9x4 
c5 10x5 cd 11.Nb5 Ng4 12.Nd6 Bd6 
13.ed 



Nc5oo ECO. 


IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 13...Nc5, Black looks to gain 
the edge with 13...Qa5! as in 
Civitan-Chernin, Debrecen 1992. There 
followed 14.Bd2 Qd5 15.0-0 Nge5! 
16.Ne5 Ne5 17.Bf4 Bb7 18.f3 Nd3 

19.Qd3 0-0=+ 20.Rfe1 f6 21.Qa3 Rfd8 
22.Racl e5 23.RC7 Bc6 24.Bd2 Qd6. 
Now White could have kept the damage 
to a minimum with 25.Qd6! Rd6 26.f4! e4 
27.Bb4 Rad8 28.Bd6 Rd6 29.Rc6!? Rc6 
30.Re4 Rcl 31 .Kf2 Rc2 32.Kf3 Rb2 
33.Rd4 =+. Notes based on those of 
Chernin. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/506. 

D50 note 40 

1 .d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 c5 
5.cd cd 6.Qd4 Be7 7.e4 Nc6 8.Qd2 ed 
9.Bf6 Bf6 10.ed 
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Nb411 .Bb5 Bd7 12.Bd7 Qd713.Nge2 
+- ECO. 

BUST 

In the diagrammed position Black has the 
logical 10...Qe7!, as in Panczyk- S.lvanov, 
Mikolajki 1991. That game continued, with 
notes based on those of Ivanov: 11.Qe3 
(11.Qe2 Nb4 12.Qe7 Ke7 with a Black 
initiative; 11.Be2 Nd4 12Kf1 0-0 13M3 
Ne2 14.0e2 Oc5 with compensation; 
11.Nge2!? Nb4 12.66 Qe5~) Nb4 12.Bb5 
BdZ (12...K681? 13X62 Qe3! 14.fe Bc3 
15Xc3 N65 =) 13.Bd7 (Tatai-De Blasb, 
Chianciano Terme 1986 was agree66rawn 
after 13.Qe7 Ke714.B67K6715.R61 Rhe8 
16.Nge2 Bc3 17.be Rac8 18.cb Rc2) Kd7 

14. Qe7 Ke715.Rd1 Bc316.bcNa217.Ne2 
Rac8 18.Rd3 b5 19.Kd2 b4 2Q.c4! Rc4 
21 .Ral b3 (21...Nc3 22.Ra7 K66 23.Rf7 
Ne4°°). We’ll leave this interesting game 
now, which Black won in 43 moves, but for 
the complete score see the citation below. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, p.96. 

D52 line 8 

1 .d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.NC3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Nbd7 
5.e3 c6 6.Nf3 Qa5 7.N02 Bb4 8.Qc2 0-0 
9.Be2 e5 10.0-0 ed 11 .Nb3 Qc712.Nd4 
dc 13.BC4 Bc3 14.be Ne5 (diagram) 

15. Be2 Qe7 16.Radi h6 17.Bf6 Qf6 
18.h3 += ECO. 



IMPROVEMENT 

White’s advantage increases after 

15. Bb3l, keeping his Bishop on a more 
aggressive diagonal. In Matlak- 
Swierczynski, corr. 1990-91 there 
followed 15...Qe7 16.h3 h6 17.Bh4 Kh8 
(planning 18...Ng6) 18.Nf5! Bf5 19.Qf5 
Ng6 (19...Ne6720.Ra61 Ra68 21 .R64 +-) 
20.Bf6 gf 21.Radi Rad8 22.Rd4. Now, 
instead of 22...Rd47! 23.cd ++- (1-0/34), 
Matlak gives 22...c5!? 23.Rd5 Rd5 
24.Bd5b6 25.c4 +-. 

SOURCE CYB 5/246. 

D52 note 10 

1 ,d4 d5 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Nbd7 
5.e3 c6 6.Nf3 Qa5 7.cd Ne4 8.de fe 
9.Qa4 Qa4 10.Na4 Bb411.Ke2 b512.a3 
Ng5 13.Ng5 Be7 14.Ne6 ba 15.Nc7 Kd8 

16. Na8 Bb7 17.e4 c5°° ECO. 

CORRECTION 

A difference of opinion. GM 
Polugayevski contends that White has a 
clear advantage after 17...C5, noting that 
his Rooks will be connected in three or 
four moves. White will then attack in the 
center and on the Queenside. 

SOURCE 

Lev Polugayevski, Queen’s Gambit: 
Ortho6ox Defence (Leipzig: Batsford, 
1988), p.223. 
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D55 note 81 

1 ,d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e3 0-0 6.Nf3 h6 7.Bf6 Bf6 8.Qb3 dc 
9.Qc4 



b6 10.0-0-0 Ba6 11.Qa4 Bfl 12.Rhf1 
Qe7 13.Ne4 Rc8 14.Kb1 +• ECO. 

BUST 

Black’s play lacked direction, so it’s no 
surprise that a path to clear equality has 
been found. From the diagram 
Herbert-Stoll, corr. 1985-89 (notes by 
Stoll) went 9...a6! 10.Ne4 Be7 11 .Bd3 b5 
12.Qc2 Nd7 13.a3 (13.0c6? Rb8 and 
14...Bb7) Bb7 14.b4 (otherwise ...Rc8 , 
...c5 =) a5! IS.Rbl ab 16.ab Be4 17.Be4 
Ra4 18.Ke2 Rb4 19.Rb4 Bb4 20.Rb1 Qe7 
21 .Bh7 Kh8 22.Bd3 c5 23.Bb5,1/2-1/2. 

SOURCE 

D.L. Stoll, "Bernard Freedman 
Memorial," Fernschach International, 
March 1992, p.136a. 


D58 note 87 

1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e3 0-0 6.Nf3 h6 7.Bh4 b6 8.Be2 Bb7 
9.Bf6 Bf6 lO.cd ed 11.b4 c5 12.bc be 
13.Rb1 Qa5 14.Qd2 cd 15.Nd4 Bd4 
16.ed Bc6 



17.Nb5 Qd8 18.0-0 Nd7!?, without 
comment or evaluation -ECO. 

BUST 

ECO gives 18...Nd7!7 in lieu of 18...a67! 
19.Na3 +=, but Black will have to look 
earlier for improvements. In the 
diagrammed position White can play 
17.Nd1!, and if 17...Qd2 18.Kd2 Nd7 

19. Rc1! Ba4 (Black fared even worse after 
19...Rac8 20.Ba6 Rc7 21.Ne3 Nb8 
22.Be2 Rb7 23.Rb1 Rd8 24.Bf3 Na6 
25.Rb7 Bb7 in Chemin-Beliavsky, 
Debrecen 1992 , when White could have 
wound up with 26.Rb1! Bc6 27.Rc1 Bb7 
28.Rc3 followed by Ra3 and Ra5 ++-) 

20. Nb2 Nb6 21 .Na4 Na4 22.Bb5 +-. 
Therefore Chernin considers Black’s best 
after 17.Nd1! to be 17...Qd8, but White still 
has the clear plan of 18.0-0, 19.Ne3, 
20.Bf3 and 21.Rfc1 +-. Analysis by 
Chernin. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/516. 

D58 note 111 

1.d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.NC3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e3 0-0 6.Nf3 h6 7.Bh4 b6 8.Bd3 Bb7 
9.0-0 c5 10.de be!? 
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Given by ECO without comment. 

CORRECTION 

We now have some evidence based on 
the game Dautov-Boensch, Brno 1991, 
which continued II.Rcl Nbd7 12.cd ed 
13.Qe2 Ne4 (13...Re8\?) 14.Be7 Qe7 
15.Ba6 (15.Be4?! de 16.Nd2 f5 gives 
Black an initiative) Ndf6 16.Ne4 Ne4 
17.Rfd1 Rfd8 = 18.Rc2 Ba6 19.Qa6 Rd6 
20.Qe2 Rad8 21.Nell? (planning 
Nd3-f4). Now 21 ...Qb7!?, trying for ...d4 or 
...c4 would have been interesting. 
Anyway, an assessment of "dynamically 
equal" seems in order (notes based on 
those in Russian Chess Review). 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/312. 

D59 note 72 

1 ,d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e3 0-0 6.Nf3 h6 7.Bh4 b6 8xd Nd5 
9.Be7 Qe7 lO.NdS ed II.Rcl Be6 
12.Bd3 c5 13.dc be 14.0-0 Nd7 15.e4 
d4 1 6.Nd2 Ne5 17.Bb1 c4 18.h3 
(diagram) Qb419.f4 +- ECO. 

BUST 

The following game indicates that Black 
can save the situation by playing 
18...Bh3!, and after 19.gh (19.f4 Bg4 
20.Qe1 [20.Qa4 Bd7 21.Qa6 Ng4 with an 



After 18.h3 


attack] Nd3 21.Bd3 cd 22.Nf3 Rab8 
23.Ne5? Rb2 24.Ng4 d2 -+) we have 
19...0g5 20.Kh1 Qh4 21.Nf3 (21.Kh2 Qf4 
22.Kg2 Qg5 23Xh1 Qh4 =) Qh3 22.Nh2 
Rab8 23.b3!7 (23.Rg1(? may also be good 
enough for equality) cb 24.ab Rb3 25.f3 
Rb2 26.Rc2 Rfb8 27.Ba2 Rc2 28.Qc2 d3 
29.Qc3 Rc8 30.Qe5 Rc2 31.Rg1 Rh2! 
32.Qh2 Qf3, 1/2-1/2. Gatto-David, corr. 
1991, with notes based on those of David. 

SOURCE 

CYB 3/297. 

D66 note 23 

1.d4 d5 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Nf6 4.Bg5 Be7 
5.e3 0-0 6.Nf3 Nbd7 7.Rc1 c6 8.Bd3 h6 
9.Bh4 dc 10.BC4 b5 11.Bd3 a612.a4 ba 
13.Na4 Qa5 14.Nd2 c5? 15.de 
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Nc5 16.Nc5 Bc5 17.Bf6 gf 18.Qg4 Kh8 
19.Qe4 ++- ECO. 

BUST 

Atanasiu-Popescu, corr. 1990 diverged 
from the diagram with 15...Ne5l, and after 
16.Bc2 Rd8 17.Bg3 Nd3 18.Bd3 Rd3 
19.Nc3 Qc5 20.Qe2?! White lost in 29 
moves. But even the superior 20.Qc2 Rd7 
21.0-0 Bb7 is slightly better for Black, 
according to Popescu. 

SOURCE 

CYB 4/296. 


D71 note 64 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.g3 Bg7 4.Bg2 d5 
5.Cd Nd5 6.e4 Nb4 7.d5 c6 8.a3 Qa5 
9.Nc3 cd 10.Be3 d411.ab Qd8 



12.Bd4 Bd4 13.Nge2 Bb6 14.0-0 0-0 
15.Qd8 Bd8 16.Rfc1 Nc6 17.b5 Nb4 
18.Nf4 e6 19.Bf1 a5 20.ba ba 21.Na4 
Rb8 = ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

With 12.e5! White gets Queenside 
pressure and a lead in development for his 
pawn. Goldin-Banas, Trnava 1989 went 

12. e5! dc (12...Be5? 13.Nf3; 12...de 

13. Qd8 KdQ 14.f4, and now 14..J6 
15.0-0-0 Ke8 16.Nd5 Bf5 17.Nc7 Kf7 


18.Bb7 [or 18.e6], as well as 14...Nc6 
15.0-0-0 Kc7 16.Nd5 Kb8 17.b5 Na5 
18.Ne3 Be6 19.Bd5 are both good for 
White) 13.Qd8 Kd8 14.bc Be5 15.Ne2 
Nd7 16.0-0 a6 17.Rfd1 Kc7 (17...Rb8!? 

18. Ra5 Bc7 [18...Bg7 19.Bf4 Ra8 20.b5] 

19. Ra2 e6 [19...Be5 20.b5 Kc7 21.c4] 

20. c4 Ke721 .b5 or21.Nc3, and White has 
good compensation) 18.Nf4 Bf4 7.1 -0/43. 
Black’s best chance was 18...e6 19.Ra5 
Bg7 20.b5 (20.c4) b6 (20...Rb821.b6Nb6 
22.Rc5#) 21 .Ra2 Ra7°o. Notes based on 
annotations by IM Stohl. 

SOURCE 

Igor Stohl, "Soviets Win in Trnava," 
Inside Chess, Vol.2, No.11 (June 12, 
1989), pp.28-29. 


D82 note 13 


1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.NC3 d5 4.Bf4 Bg7 
5.e3 c5 6.dc Qa5 7.Qa4 Qa4 8.Na4 Na6 
9.Cd Nd5 



10.Bb5 Bd711 .Bd7 Kd712.0-0-0 Kc6 
13.Nf3 Nc5 14.Be5 Na4 15.Bg7 Rhc8 
16.Ne5 Kd6 17.Kb1 Ke6 18.Nf3 f6 = 
ECO. 

BUST 

10.Bb5(?) only seems to help Black; 
therefore White should play 10.0-0-0!, 
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when 10...Ndc7 11.Bc7 Nc7 12.Bc4 
leaves him with a clear advantage. 

SOURCE 

Vajnerman-Wittman, corr. 1989. 

D84 note 20 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.Bf4 Bg7 
5.e3 0-0 6.Cd Nd5 7.Nd5 Qd5 8.Bc7 Na6 
9.Bg3 Bf5 10.a3 Rac8 11.Nf3 



Rc2 12.b4 Qb3 13-Ba6 Qc3 14.Kf1 ba, 

with compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Unless Black is comfortable with the 
degree of his compensation, he’s better 
off following analysis by Akopjan, e.g. 
11...BC2! 12.Qd2 Be4 13.Bd3 Bd3! 
14.Qd3 Nc5 15.Qe2 Nb3 16.Rd1 Qa5 
17.Kf1 (17.Nd2 Rc2 -+) Ncl! 18.Qd2 Qb5 
19.Ke1 Nb3 20.Qe2 Qa5 with a draw by 
repetition. An excellent display of piece 
coordination. 

SOURCE CYB 2/295. 


D85 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
5.e4 Nc3 6.bc Bg7 



NOVELTY 

What could be new in the diagrammed 
position? Well, how about 7.Bb5 c6 8.Ba4 
and let Black wonder what to do. He has 
three main tries: 

1) 8...b5 9.Bb3 b4 10.Ne2 be 11.Be3 
Ba6 12.Rc1 Qa513.Nc3Nd714.Qd2 0-0 
15.Ne2 Qd2 16.Kd2 +=, as in Schlosser- 
Zakic, Budapest 1991. 

2) 8...0-0 9.Ne2 c5 10.0-0 Nc6 11 .Be3 
Qc7 12.RC1 e6 13.Bf4 Qe7 14.Qd2 Bd7 
15.de e5 16.Bg5 f6 17.Be3 Be6 18.Bb3 
Rad8 19.Bd5 +-. Kramnik-Moutousis, 
Oakham 1992. 

3) 8...0-0 9.Ne2 e510.0-0 Nd711 .Ba3 
Re8 12.Bb3 Nb6 13.f4 ed 14.f5 gf 
15.Ng3 Qh4 16.cd f4 17.Nh5 Bg4 18.Bf7 
Kh8 19.Ng7 Bdl 20.Ne8 Bh5 (20...Be2!? 
-Ftacnik) 21.Nd6 Bf7 22.Nf7 Kg8 23.Nd6 
Qf6 24.Radi, 1/2/-1/2 in Pribyl- Smejkal, 
Pardubice 1992. Finally, Ftacnik cites 
Smejkal’s suggestion of 7.Bb5 Bd7 8.Be2 
c5 9.Nf3 cd 10.cd Bc6. In summary, White 
has a neat surprise weapon here. 

SOURCE 

Lubomir Ftacnik, "A New Try Against the 
Grunfeld," Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.20 
(October 12, 1992), pp.28-30. Interested 
readers can’t do without this back issue: 
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three full pages of analysis and games, all 
of them important! 

D85 line 46 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.Cd Nd5 
5.e4 Nc3 6.bc Bg7 7.Nf3 c5 8.Rb1 0-0 
9.Be2 Nc6 10.d5 Ne5 11.Ne5 Be5 
1 2.Qd2 e613.f4 Bg7 14.C4 ed 15.Cd Bd4 
16.Bb2 Qb6 17.Bd3 C4 18.Bc4 Re8 
19.e5 Bf5 20.Qd4 Bbl 



21 .Kf2 Qd4 22.Bd4 Bf5, with 
compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

Perhaps there should be a rule that 
"theory" has to stop by move ten; at least 
such a rule would minimize problems like 
the one we find here. This line is ECO’s 
magna summa of the 9...Nc6 Grunfeld, 
and yet White has a forced win from the 
diagram. 21 .Qc3! was pointed out by Mark 
Morss in a letter to Chess Life, and Larry 
Evans analyzes three defenses: 

1) 21...a5 22.a3 Rac8 23.e6 f6 24.Qf6 
Qe3 25.Kd1 Bc2 26.Kc2 Rc4 (26...Qe4 
27.Kd1 Qbl 28.K62) 27.Kb1 Qe4 28.Ka1. 

2) 21 ...Rf8 (21...16 22.d6 Kg7 23.e6) 
22.66 Kg7 23.e6 f6 24.e7 Rae8 25.Kf1. 

3) 21 ...Bf5 22.e6 f6 23.Qf6 Qe3 24.Kf1 
(24.Be2! -ed.) Bd3 25.Bd3 Qd3 26.Kf2. 


SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life, August 1990, p.38. 


D85 note 121 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
5.e4 Nc3 6.bc Bg7 7.Nf3 c5 8.Be3 Qa5 
9.Qd2 Bg4 lO.Rbl 



Bf3 11.gf cd I2.cd Qd2 13.Kd2 Nc6 
14.d5 0-0-0 15.Ba6! +- ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 10...Bf3, Timman-lvanchuk, 
Linares 1992 went 10...a6! 11.Rb3 
(11.Rb7 Nc6! 12.e5 Bf3 13.gf cd 14.cd 
Qd2 15.B62 [15.Kd2 Be5! 16.de 0-0-0] 
Nd4 =+) b5 with good counterplay. The 
game was drawn in 42 exciting, combative 
moves. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/318. 

D85 note 250 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
5.e4 Nc3 6.be Bg7 7.Nf3 c5 8.Rb1 0-0 
9.Be2 cd lO.cd Qa5 11 .Bd2 Qa212.0-0 
Nd7!? 13.Bb4 Nb6 
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Given by ECO without comment. 


BUST 

White will have to find a new approach 
to this position after the game Tukmakov- 
Gavrikov, Moscow 1989, which concluded 
abruptly with 14.Qd3 Be6! 15.d5 (else 
15...Bc4) Nd5 16.ed Bf5 (the rest is 
inertia) 17.Qe3 Bbl 18.Be7 Rfc8 19.Ng5 
Bf5 20.Bf3 Rc3 21.Qf4 Qc4 22.Qc4 Rc4 
23.d6 Rd4 24.Bb7 Rb8 25.Bc6 h6 26.Nf3 
Rc4 27.Bd5 Rc5 28.Ba2 Bd7, 0-1. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.2, No. 13-14, p.5. 

D86 line 4 


1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 5.e4 
Nc3 6.bc Bg7 7.Bc4 0-0 8.Ne2 Qd7 9.0-0 



Now ECO examines only 9...b6, 
planning ...Bb7, ...Nc6, ...Na5, and ...c5. 
The following Queenside blitzkreig may 
be of interest: 

NOVELTY 

9...b5!? 10.Bd3 c5 11.Be3 c4 12.Bc2 
Na6 13.Rb1 Nc7 14.Qd2 Re8! 15.f4 f5 
16.Ng3 Rf8 17.Rbe1 Bb7 18.Kh1 (more 
active was 18.d5 Rad8 19.Bd4 Ne8 
-Burger) e6 19.Bg1 a5 20.Re2 Rab8 
21 .Rdl b4! 22.cb ab 23.Qb4 Be4 24.Qc4 
Bd5 25.Qa4 Qd6 26.Qa5 Qf4, and 0-1 /38. 
Koskinen-Burger, corr. 25th Kirjeshakki. 

SOURCE 

"Portrait: Heinrich Burger," Fernschach 
International, March 1992, p.137. 

D86 line 9 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd NdS 
5.e4 Nc3 6.be Bg7 7.Bc4 0-0 8.Ne2 b6 
9.h4 Nc6 10.Bd5 Qd7 11.h5 e6 12.Bb3 
e5 13.hg hg 14.Bh6 Bh6 15.Rh6 Kg7 
16.Qd2Ba617.Ng3!?+= ECO. 



CORRECTION 

If the following game is any indication, 
White’s advantage may be much more 
than "slight"; in any case, it’s quite 
entertaining: 17,..Qg4 (17...Ne7 may be 
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the only try -ed) 18.Bd5 Bb7 19.Rh5! gh 
20.Nf5 Kf6 21 .Bc6 Bc6 22.de Ke5 23.Qd4 
Ke6 24.f3 Qg2 25.Qc4 Ke5 26.Qc6 Qf3 
27.Qc7 Ke4 28.Ng3 Kd3 29.Qd6 Kc4 
30.Qb4 Kd5 31.Rd1 Qdl 32.Kd1 f5 
33.Nh5 Rad8 34.Qb5 Ke4 35.Ke2 f4 
36.Qc6 Kf5 37.Ng7 Kg4 38.Qg6 Kh3 
39.Kf3 Rd3 40.Qd3,1-0. An old-fashioned 
King hunt! 

SOURCE 

Finegold-De Boer, Wijk aan Zee 1992. 


D87 note 1 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
S.e4 Nc3 6.be Bg7 7.Bc4 0-0 8.Ne2 c5 
9.Be3 Nc6 



10.H4? cd 11.cd Qd6 12.RC1 Rd8 
13.d5 Ne5 14.Qb3 Bd7 -+ ECO. 

BUST 

Instead of 10.h4? ECO only recommends 
10.0-0, transposing to more usual lines. 
White can, however, forego castling and 
launch the h-pawn attack, but he should 
first play IO.RcIL Now note the two 
following short games: 

1) Markeluk-Almeyra, Buenos Aires 
1991 went 10...Qc7 11.h4 e5 12.h5 cd 
13.cd ed 14.Nd4 Nd4 15.Bd4 Qf4 16.Bg7 


Qe4 17.Kf 1 Kg7 18.hg hg 19.Qd2 Bf5 
20.Qc3 f6 21.Re1, 1-0. 

2) Zvara-Adam, Oberwart 1992 saw 
10...QC7 11 .h4 Rd8 12.h5 Na5 13.Bd3 b6 
14.hg hg 15.Nf4 cd 16.cd Qb7 17.e5 g5 
18.e6 gf 19.Rh8 Bh8 20.Qh5 Bg7 21 .Qf7 
Kh8 22.Ke2 Qg2 23.Qh5 Kg8 24.Bh7 Kh8 
25.Be4,1-0. 

Naturaly, Black has a variety of counters 
at his disposal, but the point is that the h4 
"bayonet" attack is fully playable for 
White. 

SOURCE NIC 25, p.125. 


D89 note 9 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
5.e4 Nc3 6.bc Bg7 7.Bc4 c5 8.Ne2 Nc6 
9.Be3 0-0 10.0-0 cd 11.cd Bg4 12.f3 
Na5 13.Bd3 Be6 14.Rc1 Ba2 15.Qa4 
Be6 16.d5 Bd7 17.Qb4 b6 18.Ba6 




Bc8 19.Bc8 Rc8 20.RC8 Qc8 21.Qe7 
Qc2 oo ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Rather than return the pawn, Black can 
hang on to his gains as in Tsemekhman- 
Kudrin, U.S. Open 1992. That game 
continued from the diagram with 18...e5!7 
19.Nc3 Bf6 20.Bh6 Bg7 21 .Bg7 Kg722.f4, 
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when IM Jack Peters gives 22...ef 23.Rf4 
(23.e5 Qg5 24.Qf4 Qf4 =+) Qg5 24.Rcf1 
Qe5 "...holding the extra pawn with a solid 
position." 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.18 (September 
14, 1992), pp.24-25. 


D89 note 26 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.cd Nd5 
5.e4 Nc3 6.bC Bg7 7.Bc4 C5 8.Ne2 Nc6 
9.Be3 0-0 10.0-0 cd 11.cd Bg4 12.f3 
Na5 13.Bd3 Be6 14.d5 Bal 15.Qa1 f6 
16.Bh6 Re8 17.Kh1 Bd7 



18.e5 Rc8 19.Nf4 Nc4! 20.e6 Bb5 -+ 
ECO. 

BUST 

17.Kh1 isn’t as bad as ECO would have 
us think; White’s sustained initiative won’t 
dissipate because he takes time out to 
avoid surprise checks. Observe White’s 
"Rook lift" in the following game, which 
diverged from the diagram with 18.f4 Rc8 
19.e5 Nc4 20.Rf3 e6 21 .Rg3 Kf7 22.f5 ef 
23.e6 Be6 24.de Re6 25.h4 Rd6 26.Qb1 
Rb6 27.Qf1 Ne5 28.Bf5 Rc4 29.Nf4 Qd2 
30.Ng6, 1-0. Seemingly effortless. 

SOURCE 


Kaukonen-Laurencena, corr. 1990. 


D93 line 8 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Bf4 0-0 6.e3 c5 7.dc Qa5 8.Rc1 dc4 
9.Bc4 Qc5 10.Bb3 Nc6 11.0-0 Qa5 
12.h3 Bf5 13.Qe2 Ne4 14.Nd5 e5~ ECO. 



BUST 

Matters cleared up shortly in 
Sergeev-Titlianov, USSR 1992 after 

15. Bg5l. Now 15...Ng5 (15...h6 [15...Nc5 

16. Bc4 +-] 16.Ne7! Ne7 17.Be7 Rfc8 
18.g4Rc1 19.Rcl Rc820.Rdl +-;i6.Ng5 
h6 walked into 17.Rc6! hg (17...be 18.Ne7 
Kh8 19.Nf7 Kh7 20.Nf5 gf 21.Qh5 ++-) 
18.Rc7 Rad8 19.Ne7 Kh7 20.Rfc1 Be4 
21.QC4 Bd3 22.Qg4 Bf6 23.Qf3 Kg7 
24.Qb7 Qd2 25.Rd1 Qb2 26.Nc6 Bc4 
27.Nd8,1 -0. Notes after those of Sergeev. 

SOURCE 

Informant 53/474 


D97 line 18 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Qb3 dc 6.Qc4 o-o 7.e4 Na6 8.Be2 c5 
9.d5 e610.0-0 ed 11 .ed Re812.Be3 Bf5 
13. Radi 
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Ne4 14.Ne4 Re4 15.Qc1 Qb6- ECO. 

NOVELTY 

I.Farago-Kozul, Montpellier 1989 saw 
Black execute an unexpected maneuver: 
13...Qb6!? 14.b3 Re3l? 15.fe Ng4 16.Na4 
Qd6 17.Qt4 Qf4 18.ef Nb4l, with great 
compensation. A little preparation, 
enabling one to feel at home in these 
murky waters, might yield a scalp or two! 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.1 (January 22, 
1990), pp.24-25. 

D97 note 26 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Qb3 dc 6.Qc4 0-0 7.e4 a6 8.a3?.< b5 
9.Qd3 c5! 10.dc Qc7 11.Be3 Rd8 
12.QC2 Bb7 13.Be2 Ng4 14.Nd1 Nd7 
15.RC1 Ne3 16.Ne3 Qa5 17.b4 Qa3 
18.0-0 Rac8! 19.Rb1 a5! 20.Bb5 ab -+ 
(diagram) -ECO. 

BUST 

White’s 8.a3 is admittedly not the most 
incisive move available, but neither does 
it hand Black a clear advantage. 
Continuing from the diagram, Postal IM 
J.Delabie analyzes 21 .c6 Bc6 22.Bc6 Nb8 
23.Nc4! Qa6 24.Bd5 e6 with equality. 



After 20...ab 


SOURCE 

J.Delabie, "Grunfeld - Hungarian 
Variation," CYB 2, p.154. 

D97 note 56 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 d5 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Qb3 dc 6.Qc4 0-0 7x4 a6 8.Qb3 c5 9.dc 
Nbd710.Qa3 Qc711 .Be3 Ng412.Bg5 



Ngf613.Be3 = ECO. 

NOVELTY 

If Black is not content with a triple 
repetition in the first fifteen moves of the 
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game he can play the "berzerker" 
12...b5!!co (-Unglaub, without further 
comment). Indeed, the possibilities 
suddenly seem limitless, and one can 
imagine moves like 13.Bb5 or 13.Be7 Re8 
14.Bd6 Qb7 when, like Dorothy, we’re 
definitely not in Kansas anymore.... 

SOURCE 

CYB 6/301. 


D97 note 93 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.NC3 d5 4.Nf3 Bg7 
5.Qb3 dc 6.Qc4 0-0 7.e4 Na6 8.Be2 c5 
9.d5e610.0-0 edll.ed Bf512.Rd1 Re8 



13.Bg5 h6 14.Bf6 Bf6 15.a3 Qb6 
16.Rd2 Rad8 17.Rad1 Rd6 18.h3 h5 =+ 
ECO. 

BUST 

An article by Grandmaster Gutman 
shows the way for White to maintain his 
opening advantage. From the diagram 
play continues 13.d6! h6 (13...Ne4? 
14.67! Re 7 15.Ne4 Re4 16.Bg5! Rc4 
[16...Bf6 17.Bf6 Qf6 18.Qc3] 17.B68 Rd8 
18.Bc4 Bb2 19.Ng5! +- Kasparov) 14.a3! 
Nd7 (14...Ne4 15.Be3!) 15.Qa2! Nb6 
16.Be3 Be6 17.Qb1, and now Gutman 
gives 17...Bb3 18.Rd2 Nc4 19.Bc4 Bc4 
20.Qc1! when White is better. 


SOURCE 

Lev Gutman, "Inside Track," Inside 
Chess, Voi.2, No.12 (June 26, 1989), 
pp.28-29. 
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E04 note 114 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 e6 3.g3 d5 4.Bg2 dc 
5.Nf3 Nc6 6.0-0 Rb8 7.Nc3 b5? 8.Ne5 
Ne5 9.de Nd7 10.Bc6 a6 11.Qd4 Bb7 

12.Bb7 Rb713.Rd1 +- ECO. 



BUST 

S.Ivanov is willing to take the Black side 
of the diagram, continuing with 13...C5!. 
Now Krasenkov-lvanouv, Rewal 1992 
saw 14.Qg4 Qc7 15.Bf4 (Vasilchenko- 
S. Ivanov, Podolsk 1992 went 15.f4 Qc6 
16.e4 b4 17.Nd5 ed 18.ed Qg6 19.Qf3 
h5l? 20. d6 Rb8 21.Be3 Qf5, and instead 
of 22.Racl g6 23.Rc4 Bg7 -+, Ivanov 
gives 22. Rd5! ? g6 23. e6 Qe6 24.Re1 Kd8 
25.f5 Qf6°°) Qc6 16.e4 h5 (16...b4 17.Nb1 
[17.Nd5f? ed 18.ed Qg6 19.Qf3, with 
compensation] Qe4 18.Nd2 Qd5! 19.Qe2 
Qd3oo) 17.Qf3 Be7 18.h4 g6. Now 
Krasenkov played 19.Nd5?! (0-1/29), but 
Ivanov analyzes 19.a4 0-0 20.ab ab 
21 .g4!?°o. Notes by S.Ivanov and Yuneev. 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, p.115. 


E04 note 160 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.g3 d5 4.Bg2 dc 
5.Nf3 a6 6.0-0 b5 7.Ne5 Nd5 8x4 Bb7 


9.b3 c3 lO.ab ab ll.Ra8 Ba8 I2.e4 Nf6 

13.NC3 b4 



14.Na4 Be4 15.Be4 Ne4 16.Qh5 g6 
17.Qf3 Nf6 18.Nc5, with compensation 
-ECO. 

CORRECTION 

According to NIC 25, Vaganian’s 
analysis cited here by ECO gives 17...Nd6 
rather than 17...Nf6. In fact, 17...Nd6 does 
seem to make more sense than placing 
the Knight on a porous square like f6, 
inviting a troublesome pin. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram White may do better 
with 14.Nb5!? (Lputian), and now 14...C6 
(14...Be4? 15.Be4 Ne4 16.Qf3 Nf6 
17.Nc6 +-) 15.d5! cb (15...cd 16.Qc2!) 
16.de Qdl (16...fe? 17.Qd8 Kd8 18.Nf7 
Ke8 19.Nh8 +- was Vladimirov- 
Thorhallsson, Gausdal Open 1991) 17.ef 
Ke7 18.Rd1 reaches a position which 
Krasenkov says "looks dangerous for 
Black". 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, p.200. 

E04 note 165 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.g3 d5 4.Bg2 dc 
5.Nf3 a6 6.0-0 b5 7.Ne5 Nd5 8.a4 Bb7 
9.e4 Nf610.ab ab 11 .Ra8 Ba812.Nc3 c6 
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13.Bg5 Bb714.Nf7 Kf715.e5 h616.Bh4 
g5 17.ef Qf6 18.Ne4 Qg619.Qa1 



with compensation -ECO. 

BUST 

ECO’s line is analysis only, citing no 
games. Two correspondence encounters 
thatcontinued from the diagram, however, 
indicate that White does not have enough 
for the piece. Burger-Tyagunov, corr. 1988 
proceeded with 19...Na6 20.Bg5 hg 21 .f4 
g4 (21...gf 22.Rf4 Ke7 23.Qa5 Bg7 
24. Qb6 Rb8 25. Nc5 Nc5 26. Qc5 Kd7 was 
Soltau-Bryson corr. 1989) 22.Ng5 Kg8 
23.Qa5 Qe8 24.Qe1 Rh6 25.Qe2 Qh5, 
and in both cases Black stands well. 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, p.202. 


E05 note 27 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.g3 d5 4.Bg2 dc 
5.Nf3 Be7 6.0-0 0-0 7.Ne5 c5 8.dc Bc5 
9.Nc3 Qe710.Bg5 h611 .Bf6 Qf612.Nc4 
Nc6 (diagram) 13.Ne4 Qe7 14.e3 Rd8 
15.Qb3 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram White should go for 
pawn structure with 13.Bc6! be 14.Ne4 
Qe715.Ne5 Qc716.Nc5 Qe5 17.Qc2 Rb8 



After 12...Nc6 


18.b3 Qh5 19.Rfd1 Rb5 20.Racl a5 
21 .Rd6 +- and 1-0/38. 

SOURCE 

Ribli-Gopal, Calcutta 1992. 

E10 note 16 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.Nf3 c5 4.d5 ed 5.cd 
b5 



6.Qc2!? Bb7 7.e4 Qe7 8.Nbd2! Bd5 
9.BbS Be4 lO.Ne4 Qe4 ll.Qe4 Ne4 
12.0-0 +- ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Doubtless there is plenty of room for 
both sides to improve in ECO’s line! 
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Anyway, White can also play as in 

5. Rubinstein-Djantar, Yugoslavia 1958, 
which continued from the diagram with 

6. e4!? Ne4 7,Bd3 Nd6 (Minev considers 
Black’s best to be 7...Nf6 8.0-0 d6 
[8...C4? 9.Re1 Be7 10.d6] 9.Bb5, though 
White stands better) 8.0-0 Be7 9.Re1 c4 
10.Bf4 0-0 11.Bc2 Re8 12.Nc3 a6 
13.Ne5 b4 14.Ne4 f6? 15.Nd6 Bd6 
16.Bh7 Kh7 17.Qh5 Kg8 18.Qf7, 1-0 in 
view of 18...Kh8 19.Re3. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.3, No.12 (June 25, 

1990), p.22. 


Ell note 16 


1 .d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nf3 Bb44.Nbd2 0-0 
5.a3 Bd2 6.Qd2!? 



Given by ECO without comment or 
evaluation. 

CORRECTION 

Thanks to the game Ftacnik-Benjamin, 
Los Angeles 1991 we can begin to 
evaluate 6.Qd2. That encounter went 
6...d6 7.b3 Nbd7 8.Bb2 Ne4 (8...0e79.g3 
e5 10.de de 11.Bg2 +=) 9.Qc2 f5 10.g3 
(10.e3 b6 11.Bd3 Bb7 12.0-0 Qe8 with 
attacking prospects) Ndf6 11.Bg2 Qe8 


12.Nd2 (12.0-0 Bd7 13.Nd2 Bc6) Bd7L 
Now Ftacnik gives 13.Ne4 fe 14.Be4 Ne4 
15.Qe4 Bc616.d5 ed 17.Qg4 Rf718.0-0, 
or 13.f3 Nd2 14.0d2 Bc6 15.0-0 with 
balanced chances in each case. The 
actual game was also quite interesting 
after 13.Nf1 Qh5, and 0-1/45 with many 
adventures in between. Notes based on 
annotations by Ftacnik. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.4, No.25-26 
(December 23, 1991), pp.27-28. 

El 2 note 182 


1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.Nf3 b6 4.NC3 Bb7 
5.a3 g6 6.Qc2 Bf3 7.gf Bg7 



8.f4 0-0 9.Bg2 Nc6 10.e3 Na5 11.Ne2 
d5 I2.cd ed 13.0-0 Qd7 l4.Bd2 Nc4 
15.Bb4 Rfc8 16.b3 Nd6 17.Bd6 Qd6 
18.Bh3 Re8 19.b4 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram White should play the 
more natural 8.Bg5l, when Dorfman- 
Romanishin, Polanica Zdroj 1992 went 
8...h6 9.Bh4 Nc6 (Black was clearly worse 
in Beliavsky-Christiansen, Groningen 
1992 after 9...g5 10.Bg3 Nh5 11.e3 d6 
12.Be2 c5 13.d5 Ng3 14.hg Bc3 15.Qc3 
e5 1 6 . f4 +-) 10.0-0-0 Ne7 11.d5 ed 
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(11...Nf512.Bg3Nh513.de fe 14.Nb5Nhg3 
15.hga616.Nc3b517.g4 Ne718.c5 +- was 
no help in Savchenko-Davies, Groningen 

1992) 12.cd Nf5 13.Bg3 0-0 14.e4 Ng3 
15.hg Qe7 16.f4 +-. 

SOURCE 

Nigel Davies, 77V Pocketbook 1.d4 
Vol.1 (London: Trends Publications, 

1993) , pp. 18-19. 


El 4 note 71 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nf3 b6 4.e3 Bb7 
5.Bd3 c5 6.0-0 Be7 7.Nc3 cd 8.ed d5 
9.b3 



Ne4 10.Bb2 Nd7 11.Qe2 Nc3 12.BC3 
0-0 13.Rac1 Rc8 14.Bb2 Bf6 = ECO. 

BUST 

9.b3 may not be playable if White can’t 
do better with his hanging pawns than in 
the following game: 9...dc! 10.be Nc6 
11 .Be3 0-0 12.h3 Na5 13.Rc1 Rc8 
14.Ne5 Ne8! -+. White is about to be 
disrupted in a big way. 

SOURCE 

Malanyuk-Sneider, Kaspala 1992. 


El 5 note 122 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nf3 b6 4.g3 Ba6 
5.b3 Bb7 6.Bg2 Bb4 7.Bd2 c5 8.0-0 
0-0 9.d5?!ed10.Bb4 cb 



II.Nel Na6 12xd Re8 13.a3 Qc7 
14.NC2 Qe5 15.ab Nb4 16.f4 Qb2 -+ 
ECO. 

BUST 

9.d5 is naturally a desirable advance if it 
can be gotten in safely. Sure enough, in 
the diagrammed position White has 
11 .Nh4!, eyeing a much more useful home 
on f5. Now Karpov gives 11...Ne4 
(11...Na6 and 11...Re8 are possible, but 
not 11...Qc7? - see Stern-Sipov, Berlin 
1992) 12.Qd4 Qf6 13.Qf6 Nf6 14.Nf5 +=. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/516. 

El 5 note 221 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nf3 b6 4.g3 Ba6 
5.b3 Bb4 6.Bd2 Be7 7.Bg2 c6 8.Bc3 d5 
9.Nbd2 Nbd7 10.0-0 0-0 11.Re1 c5 
12X4 del 3.Nc4Bb7 
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14.e5 Nd5 15.Bb2 b5 16.Nd6 Bd6 
17.ed c4 o= ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Karpov found 14.Qd3!, which seems to 
maintain the tension to good effect. 
Karpov-Khalifman, Reykjavik 1991 went 
14...cd 15.Nd4 Nc5 16.Qc2 a6 17.Rad1 
Qc7 18.Bd2 Ncd7 19.Bf4 Qc5 20.Bc1 +-. 
Later, however, Karpov met 14...Rc8, 
when there followed 15.Radi b5 16.Ba5 
Qe8 17.Ncd2 cd 18.e5 Nc5 19.Qd4 Nd5 
20.b4 Na6 21 .a3 Qd7 22.Qa7 Nc5 23.Ne4 
Ne4,1 /2-1 12. Count on further exploration 
of this line. 

SOURCE 

Karpov-Polugaevski, Reggio Emilia 
1992. 


E20 line 29 

1 ,d4 Nf 6 2x4 e63.Nc3Bb4 4.f3 c5 5.d5 
Nh5 6.Nh3 Qh4 7.Nf2 Qc4 8.e4 Bc3 9.bc 
Qc310.Bd2 Qd411 .Qcl ed 12.Bc3 Qa4 

13. Qg5 d4! (diagram) 14.Bd2 0-0 
15.Qh5 C4 16.Be2 Nc6 17.0-0- ECO. 

BUST 

From the diagram Marin analyzes 

14. Qe5! Kd8 15.Bd2 Nf6 16.Qc5 d6 
17.Qd6 Qd7 18.Qg3 +-. 


NOVELTY 



After 13...d4 


Instead of ECO’s 13...d4(7), Marin-Vehi 
Bach, Rosas 1992 went 13...d6 14.Qh5 
(14.ed? Qf4 -+; 14.Qd5 Nf4 15.Qd6 Ne6 
=+) 64 15.Bd2 Be6 16.Be2 Nc6 17.0-0 
0-0-0 18.Rfc1 c4 19.f4 f6 20.Bd1, and 
now Marin gives 20...Qa6 21 .a4 +- 
instead of the actual 20...Qa3?? 21.Bg4, 
1-0. Notes based on comments by Marin. 

SOURCE 

NIC 27, p.124. 


E20 note 128 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.f3 d5 5.a3 
Be7 6x4 de 7.fe e5 8.d5 Bc5 9.Nf3 Ng4 
10.b4 Bf2 11.Ke2 c5! 
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12.Nb5 a613.Qa4 ab!! 14.Qa8 Bd4! -+ 
ECO, citing Malaniuk-lvanchuk, USSR 
1988. 

BUST 

White doesn’t have to be so cooperative. 
In his notes to ECO’s stem game Ivanchuk 
analyzed 12.dc Bd4 - + , which was 
actually played in Khenkin-Boudre, Paris 
1991. Suddenly, however, White shot 
back with 13.c7!! . and there followed 

13.. .Qc7 14.Nd5 Qd8 (14...Qc6 15.Nd4 
Qc4 16.Ke1 Qd4 17.Qd4 ed 18.Nc7 ++-; 

14.. .QC4 15.Kd2! Qc6 16.Bb5! ++-) 

15.Nd4 ed 16.Qd4 0-0 17.h3 Nc6 18.Qc3 
Qh4 iaj?3 Qh5 2Q.Nf4 Qe5 (20...Qh6 
21.Bg2 Nf6 22.Ne6 Qh5 23.Bf3 ++-) 
21 .Qe5 Nae5 22.Ke3 f5 23.Bb2 o5 
24.Nd5 fe 25.Be2 Nd3 26.Nf6 Kf7 27.Nh7 
Ra8 (27...Nb2 28.Raf1 Kg7 29.Nf8 Ne5 
30.c5! Nec4 [30...Nf7 31.Nh7! Be6 
32.Nf6] 31.Kd4 Na3 32.Rf2! ++-) 28.Raf1 
Kg6 29.Bd3 ed 30.Nf8 . 1-0. Notes based 
on comments in Russian Chess Review. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/356. 


E20 note 185 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.f3 c5 5.d5 
Nh5 6.g3 f5 7.e4 f4 



8.Nge2 e5 9.Bh3 0-0 10.d6 Nc6 
11.0-0 Bc3 12.bc b613.gf Nf414.Bf4 ef 
15-Khl +- ECO- 

IMPROVEMENT 

White delivered a much quicker 
knockout from the diagram with 8.de fg 
9.Qd5 g2 10.Qh5! g6 11.Qe5 Bc3 12.be 
Qh4 13.Ke2 gh=Q 14.Qh8 Ke7 15.Qg7 
Ke6 16.Bh3 Qh3 17.Qg8 Kf6 18.Bg5,1 -0. 


SOURCE 

Sakaev-S.Silva, Guarapuava 1991. 


E24 line 3 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.a3 Bc3 
5.be Ne4 6.QC2 f5 7.f3 Qh4 8.g3 Ng3 
9.hg Qhl 10.Nh3 d6 11.Kf2 e5 12.Bg2 
Qh2 



13.Bf4 ef 14.gf Nc6 15.Rh1 Qhl 

16. Bh1 Bd7 =+ ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

William Mooney, in a letter to Chess Life, 
writes that he has played 13.Bg5! from the 
diagram, and analyzes 13...h6 (13..J4 

14.Nf4 ef 15.Qe4 Kd7 [15...Kf7 16.0^4 
and 17.Rh1] 16.Qf5 Ke8 [16...Kc6 

17. Qb5#] 17.Qc8 Kf7 18.Qf5 mating 
soon) 14.Rh 1 Qhl IS.Bhl hg16.Bg2Nc6 
17.Ng5. Grandmaster Evans calls the 
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final position "roughly equal", maybe 
another way of saying =A». 

SOURCE 

Larry Evans, "Evans on Chess," Chess 
Life , June 1991, p.10. 


E25 note 24 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.a3 Bc3 
5.bc c5 6.f3 d5 7.cd Nd5 8.dc Qa5 9.e4 
Ne710.Be3 Oc311 .Kf2 0-012.Ne2 Qa5 
13.h4 e514.QC1 Be615.h5 Nbc616.Rb1 
Rab817.g4+= ECO. 



CORRECTION 

The course of the following game 
indicates that White’s advantage may be 
rather large: 17...Rfd8 18.Ng3 Rd7 19.Nf5 
Qd8 20.Bb5 a6 21 .Ba4 Bf5 22.gf f6 23.h6! 
g6 24.Qc4 Kh8 25.Qe6 Ng8 26.fg hg 
27.h7l, 1-0. 

SOURCE 

Fahlstrom-Stolle, corr. 6th World Cup. 

E30 line 7 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.Bg5 h6 
5.Bh4 c5 6.d5 b5 7.e3 



Bb7 8.de fe 9.cb 0-0 10.Nf3 Qa5 
1l.Nd2 a612.ba Na6i3.Rci d5°°ECO. 

NOVELTY 

In Rivera-Serrano, corr. 1989 Black 
intensified the action considerably with 
7...g5 8.Bg3 Ne4 9.de Nc3 lO.ef Kf7 
11 .Qf3 Qf6 12.Qa8 Nc6 13.a3 Ba6 
14.Qh8 Qh8 15.ab Ne4 16.0-0-0 be 
17.Rd7 Ke6 18.Rc7 Nb4 19.Ra7 c3 
20.Ra6 Na6 21 .Nf3 cb, 0-1. 

SOURCE 

Fernschach International, November 
1992, p.605. 

E30 note 3 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.Bg5 c5 
5.d5 b5 6.e4 h6 7.Bf6 Qf6 8.Rc1 0-0 
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9.cb ed 10.Qd5 Qb6 11.Bc4 Bb7 
12.Qf5 a6, with compensation -ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Rather than give up the center White 
should try 9.Nf3!?, and if 9...be 10.Bc4 
Bb7 11.0-0 we have reached by 
transposition Moore-Henley, England 
1958. That game concluded abruptly with 
11 ...Bc3 12.Rc3 Ba6?l 13.e5 Qd8 14.Qa4 
Bc4 15.Qc4 Qb6 16.Qc5 Qb2 17.Qf8!!, 
1-0. Okay, I’ll admit that this game was 
included for its entertainment value; 
nevertheless, 9.Nf3 is better than ECO’s 
example. Also note that ECO’s header 
begins with the typo "1 .Nf6 2.c4", etc. 

SOURCE 

Nikolay Minev, "Minev on Tactics," 
Inside Chess, Vol.4, No.25-26 (December 
23,1991), p.37. 


E32 line 14 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.Qc2 0-0 
5.a3 Bc3 6.Qc3 b6 7.Bg5 Bb7 8.e3 d6 
9.f3 Nbd710.Bd3 c511 .Ne2 Rc812.Qd2 
h613.Bh4 cd 14.ed Ba615.Rc1 d516.b3 
dc 17.be e5 18.0-0 ed 19.Ng3 



Nc5 20.Nh5 Nfe4 21.Qe1, with 
compensation -ECO. 


BUST 

Lautier-Psakhis, Baden-Baden 1992 
saw Black continue from the diagram with 
19...Rc6! . when there followed 2Q.Nf5 
(20.Be4 Ne4, or20.Nh5 Qc721.Bg3 Qc8) 
Nc5 21 .Bbl d3! 22.Qc3 Bc8 23.Nd4 Rd6 
24.Nb5 Rd7 25.Bf2 Nh5! 26 .q3 (26.Qe5 
Qg5 27.Qg5 hg 28.g3 Nf6 -+) Qg5 
27.Reel Bb7 28.Re5 Qq 6 29.Qd2 Ne6 

30. Re3 . Now Black played 30...Rfd8 
(0-1/61), but had the stronger 30...Ng5! 

31. Bel (31.R63 Rd3 32.Qd3 Nf3, or 

31. Bd3 Nf3 32.Rf3 Bf3 33.Bg6 Rd2) Qf5 

32. g4 Nh3 33.Kh1 Qg4 -++. Notes after 
annotations by Psakhis. 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/625. 


E35 note 25 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.NC3 Bb4 4.Qc2 d5 
5.cd ed 6.Bg5 h6 7.Bh4 c5 8.dc Nc6 9.e3 
g5 10.Bg3 Qa5 11.Nf3 Ne4 12.Nd2 Nc3 
13.be Bc314.Rb1 



Bb4 15.Bd6! += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Bobby Fischer took care of this problem 
with the simple expediency of 14...Qc5! =. 
Quite easy in retrospect! 
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SOURCE 

Spassky-Fischer m/10, Sveti Stefan 
1992 (1/2-1/2 in 67). 


E38 note 10 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.Qc2 c5 
5.dc Na6 6.a3 Bc3 7.QC3 Nc5 8.b4 Nce4 
9.Qd4 d5 10x5 b6 11.f3 be 12.be Qa5 
13.Qb4 Qc714.fe Rb815.Qa4 Bd716x6 
0-0 17.Bd2 Bc6 18.Qa5 



Rb6 19.e3 Rfb8 20.Rc1 Ne4 21 .Nf3 += 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

In Badea Takacs-lonescu, Bucuresti 
1991 Black played the interesting 
18...Qe5. That game continued, with 
notes compressed from annotations by 
Stoica, as follows: 19.Bc3 Qf4 20.Nh3! 
(20.NI3 Ne4 21.Be5 Qe3 22.Bd4 Qh6! 
23.e3 Rb3! 24.Be2 Re3! 25.Ra2!? Rd3! 
26.RC2 Rd4! 27.Nd4 Qh4 28.g3 Ng3 

29. hg Ohl 30.Kd2 Qhfr°) Qe4 21.Bf6! 
Rbl! 22.Rb1 Qbl 23.Kf2 Qf5 24.Kg1 Qf6 
25.Qa7 d4 26.Nf2 e5 27.e3! Rd8! 28.h4 
(28.ed Rd4, with compensation) e4!?. The 
contest was drawn at this point, but Stoica 
analyzes the further moves 29.ed e3 

30. Ng4 (30.Nd1 Bg2! 31.Kg2 Qc6 =, or 
30.Nd3 Be4 31.Rh3 Bd3 32.RI3 Bt5i =) 
Qf4 31 .Qb6 Rc8 32.d5 Qg4 33.de e2 
34. Be2 Qe2 35. Rh3 Qc4=. This distillation 


of Stoica's deep notes cannot do justice 
to the complexity of the situation, but one 
can readily see that 18...Qe5 deserves a 
close look. 

SOURCE 

NIC 26, pp.124-125. 


E39 note 62 

1 .d4 Nf6 2x4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.Qc2 c5 
5.dc 0-0 6.Nf3 Na6 7.g3 Nc5 8.Bg2 
Nce4 9.0-0 Nc3 10.be Be7 11.e4 d6 
12.e5 de 13.Ne5 Qc714.Qe2 Bd615.Bf4 
Ne8!? 



Given by ECO without comment or 
evaluation. 

CORRECTION 

15...Ne8l? seems to have been 
suggested in an effort to avoid the sea of 
"+=" symbols surrounding this variation. In 
reality, however, the move calls White’s 
entire setup into question, as it plans ...f6 
and ...e5 followed by play against White’s 
weakened pawn structure. For example, 
Hertneck-Karpov, Baden-Baden 1992 
went 16.Rab1 f6 17.Nd3 Qc4 18.Bd6 
(18.Bb7 Bb7 19.Rb7 e5 -+ -Karpov) Nd6 
19.Rb4 Qc7 20.Nf4 Re8 21 .Rdl a5 

22. Rbd4 Ra6 23.Qh5?! Rf8! -+. Instead of 

23. Qh5?l Karpov gives as better 23.Qd3! 
Nf7 24.Qb5 Rf8 25.Rc4. 
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SOURCE 

NIC 27, p.120. 


E49 note 35 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 e6 3.NC3 Bb4 4.e3 0-0 
5.Bd3 d5 6.a3 Bc3 7.be c5 8.cd ed 
9.Ne2 b6 10.0-0 Ba6 11.Ba6 Na6 
12.Qd3 Nc7 13.f3 Re8 14.Ng3 Ne6 
15.Bb2 Qd7 



16.Rae1 += ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Why prepare a move that can be played 
effectively straight off? Instead of 
16.Rae1, Vejkajs-Abolins, corr. 1991 saw 
16.e4! de (16...cd 17.e5!) 17.fe cd 18.Rf6! 
(18.cd?Nc5) Nc5 (18...gf 19.Nh5!) 19.Qf3 
gf 20.cd Qb5 21.Bc3 Rac8 22.Qg4 Kh8 
23.Qf5 Re6 24.Nh5 Qc4 25.Nf6 Kg7 
26.Rf1 Qc3 27.Qh7 Kf8 28.Nd7 Ke8 
29.Qf7 Kd8 30.Nc5 Rc5 31.de Qc5 
32.Kh1 Re7 33.Qf3, 1-0/43 (notes by 
Heemsoth). 


SOURCE 

H. Heemsoth, "Latvian CCC 1991," 


Fernschach International, December 
1992, p.648a. 


E54 note 75 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.e3 0-0 
5.Nf3 d5 6.Bd3 c5 7.0-0 dc 8.Bc4 cd 
9.ed b6 10.Bg5 Bb7 II.Rcl Be7 



12.Ne5 Nfd7!? 13.Be7 Qe7 14.Qe2 
Ne5 15.Qe5a616.Ne4,1/2-1 12 ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

It’s difficult to understand why ECO 
would hold up a sixteen move 
Grandmaster draw as model play in this 
line. Well, if anyone feels like picking a 
fight here’s a far better example: 12.Qe2 
Nc6 13.Rfd1 Nb4 14.Ne5 Nbd5 15.Rd3 
Nc3 16.be Ne4 17.Be7 Qe7 18.Re3 Nd6 
19.Bd3 g6 20.f4 (20.h4!? Qh4 [20...Rac8? 
21.h5 Rc7 22.hg hg 23.Ng6 fg 24.Re6] 
21.Rh3 Qg5[21 ...Qe722.Qe3!]22. f4 Qe7 
23.g4l? -Wolff) Qd8 21.Rg3 (21.g4i? 
-Wolff) Nf5 22.Rh3, with a complex 
struggle ahead. 

SOURCE 

Speelman-Karpov, Paris 1991 (25 
minute game). 
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E60 


1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 



NOVELTY 

3.Bg5. 

This move can, of course, transpose into 
known King’s Indian lines, but both 
players have opportunities to explore 
original paths. One such game was 
Speelman-Ehlvest, Reykjavik 1991, 
which went as follows (with notes 
condensed from Russian Chess Review): 

3.. .Ne4 (3...C57! 4.Bf6ef5.dc!?or5.NI3!7; 

3.. .Bg7 4.Nc3 d5 5.Bf6 Bf6 6.cd c6 7.dc 
Bd4 [7...NC6 8.e3 0-0 9.NI3 Bg4 10.Be2 
Qb6 11.Qd2 Rfd8 12.0-0 +=] 8.cb Bc3 
[8...Bb7 9.Qb3! Qa5 lO.Rcl +-]9.bc Qdl 
lO.Rdl Bb7 11.e3 0-0 12.Nf3 Rc8 13.c4 
+=; and 3...d5 4.B16 ef 5.Nc3 dc 6.e3 Bg7 
7.Bc4 0-0 8.Nge2 +=) 4.Bf4 cS 5.Qc2 
Qa5 6.Nd2 f5 (6...d5 7.cd Bf5 8.Qb3 g5 
9.13 gf lO.fe Bc8 11.e3 Bh6 12.ef BI4 
13.Qc3 Qc3 14.bc cd 15.cd +-) 7.Ngf3 cd 
(7...Nc6; 7...d6; 7...Bg7) 8.Nd4 Ba7 
9.N4b3 Qa4 10,Ne4 fe 11.p3 Nc6 12.Bg2 
b5 13.cb Nb4 14.Qd2 Bb7 15.0-0 Qb5 
(15...Nd5 16.Nc5 Qb5 17.Nb7 N14 18.Q14 
Qb7 19.Be4 d5 20.Bg2 +-) 16.a4 Qb6 
17.Be3 Qd6 18.Nc5 Qd2 19.Bd2 Nc2 
20.Nb7 Nal 21.Ra1 d5 22.a5 Bb2 
(25...K17) 23,Rb1 Bd4 24.e3 Bf6 25.Rb5 


Kd7 26.Rd5 . 1-0 in view of 26...Kc6 
27.Be4 Kb7 28.Rd8. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/374. 


E66 line 17 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.Nf3 d6 
5.g3 0-0 6.Bg2 c5 7.0-0 Nc6 8.d5 Na5 
9.Nd2 a6 10.QC2 Rb8 11.b3 b5 12.Bb2 
Bh613.f4 be 14.be e515.de Be616.Nd5 
Rb2 17.Qb2 Bg7 18.Qa3 Nc4 19.Nc4 
Nd5 20.Rac1 Nb421.Rfd1 d5 22.Kh1 dc! 
23.Rd8 Rd8 24.Qa5 Rd2 25.Qc5 Na2 
26.Rb1 Bb2! = ECO. 



BUST 

It’s amazing how deeply this line has 
been studied, but the fact that players trot 
out these moves year after year make it a 
prime target for home preparation. The 
latest theoretical advance occurred in 
Baburin-Polzin, Gifhorn 1992, which 
demonstrated the usefulness of 27.Qe3!. 
The Queen now sits ideally, enabling 
White to threaten f5-f6 in short order, as 
seen after 27...c3 28.Be4 Nb4 

Baburin analyzes four other tries: 

1) 28...BC4 29.f5 Re2 30.Qf4 gf 31 .Bf3 
Bd3 32.Qg5 ++-, 
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2) 28...f5 29.Bd3 Bf7 30.Qe5H ++-, 

3) 28...h6 29.Rf1 f5 30.Bd3 Bf7 31 ,Qe5 
Ba3 32.Qc7 and 33.Bc4 +- 

4) 28...Bh3 29.Rg1 Bg4 30.Re1 +- 

29.f5gf30.Qg5 Kf8 31 .Bf5 Bd5 32.Kg1 a5 
(32.. ,Nc633. Bd3 Be6 34. Oc5 Ne735. Kf2! 
Ke8 36.Rb2 cb 37.Qb4 ++- Baburin) 
33.Kf2 Bc6 34.Qh6 Ke7 35.Rb2 Rb2 
36.Qe3 Kf8 37.Qc3 Ra2 38.Bb1 Ra4 
39.Bh7 Bd5 40.h4 Be6 41 ,h5 Nd5 42.Qe5 
Ke7 43.h6,1 -0. The ball is in Black's court 
now.... 

SOURCE 

Informant 56/649. 

E73 line 2 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Be2 0-0 6.g4 



c5 7.d5 e6 8.g5 Ne8 9.Be3 ed lO.ed a6 
11 .a4 Nd7 12.h4 Qe713.Nf3 Ne5 = ECO. 


BUST 

In the game Hort-Lanka, Manila 1992 
Black completely reevaluated his 
approach to the diagrammed position, 
viewing 6.g4 as a - surprise! - weakening 
pawn thrust in the opening. Observe how 


he directs the game into a superior Benko 
gambit: 6...a6! 7.g5 (7.a4 e5! 8.d5 a5 =+ 
locks up the queenside) Nfd7 8.Be3 c5 

9. d5 (9.Nf3 e6 10.d5 edand 11...b5 -+) b5 

10. Nf3! Nb6 11.cb ab 12.Bb5 Ba6. Now 
instead of 13.Qe2? Na4M -++ White 
should have tried 13.Qb3, but 13...Qc8! 
and 14...e6 would leave Black better 
placed. The same would apply after 13.a4 
Bb5 14.ab Ral IS.Qal e6! -+. Notes 
based on annotations by Lanka. 

SOURCE 

Informant 55/585. 


E73 note 8 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Be2 0-0 6.g4 c5 7.d5 e6 8.g5 Ne8 9.h4 
ed lO.ed 



Bd711 .h5 b5 12.Qd3 Qe713.Nh3 c4 = 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

After 10...Bd7 White could try 11.a4 to 
slow Black’s counterplay. 

NOVELTY 

From the diagram Black played 
10...Qe7 !? in Kakhiani-Levitina, Subotica 
(IZ) 1991. The game continued 11 .Qd3 f5 
12.gf Nf6 13.h5 gh! 14.Bg5 (14.Bh5 Na6! 
15.a3 [15.Bg5 Nb4 16.Qe2c4 17.0-0-0 
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Nd3 18.Kb1 b5!]c4! 16.Qc4 Nc5 17.f3b6 
with strong counterplay) Qf7 15.f3 
(15.0-0-0 Ng4 16.Nh3o°) a6 16.a4 Nbd7 
17,f4 (17.Nh3 was better) h6 18.Bh4 Re8 
19.Nf3 Nq 4 20.f5 c4 21.Qb1 (20.Qc4 Nc5 
and 21...Ne3) Nc5 22.Nd2 Bf5 23.Rf1 
(23.ef Bc3 24.bc Nd3 25.Kf1 [25.Kd1 
Ne3#] Re2 26.Ke2 Re8 27.Kf1 Ne3 
28.Kg1 Qo7) Bc3 24.bc Ne4 25.Ne4 Re4 
26.Qe4 Be4 27.Rf7 Kf7 . 0-1/39. Notes 
based on annotations by Gulko. 

SOURCE 

Boris Gulko, "Women's Interzonal," 
Inside Chess, Vol.4, No.25-26 (December 
23, 1991), p.31. 


E76 note 32 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.f4 0-0 6.Nf3 Na6 7.Be2 e5 8.de de 
9.Qd8 Rd8 10.Ne5 Nc5 11.Bf3 Be6 
12.Be3 Nd3 13.Nd3 Rd3 14.Kf2 Bc4 = 
ECO. 



BUST 

Continuing from the diagram White has 
15.e5! Nd5 16.Nd5 Bd5 17.Be2 Re3 
(forced) 18.Ke3 Bg2 19.Rhg1 +-. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Instead of 14...Bc4(?) Black can play 
14...Ng4! 15.Bg4 Bg4 16.e5 (16.h3 Bc3 


17. hg Bb2 18.Rab1 Bd4 =) Be6 17.c5 f6 

18. ef Bf6, with compensation. 

SOURCE 

RCR 1/390. 


E81 line 11 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.f3 0-0 6.Be3 Nbd7 7.Qd2 c5 8.Nge2 
a6 9.0-0-0 Qa5 lO.Kbl b5 11.dc dc 
l2.Nd5 Nd5 13.Qa5 Ne3 14.RC1 Nc4 
15.RC4 be 16.Nc3 Rb8 17.f4 Bd4 += 
ECO. 



CORRECTION 

The only example of play from the 
diagram is Hempel-Eger, corr. 1991 which 
went 18.Bc4 Rb419.Nd5 Rc4 20.Ne7 Kg7 
21.Nc8 Rb4 22.b3 Rc8 23.Qa6 Nb6 
24.Qd3 Nc4 -+. Admittedly, White’s plan 
beginning with 19.Nd5 was faulty, but 
consider the same Queen sacrifice (minus 
the moves 11.de dc) from Ornstein- 
Marjanovic, Kirovakan 1978:11 .Nd5 Nd5 
12.Qa5 Ne3 13.Rc1 Nc4 14.Rc4 be 
15.Nf4 (for 15.Nc1?i see Bobotsov-Tal, 
Varna 1958, 0-1/30) Rb8 16.Bc4 Nb6 
17.Ba6 Bd4 18.b3 c4 19.Bc8 Rfc8, with a 
complex and unclear game. The point is 
that much more testing is needed before 
we can know for sure what’s going on in 
the diagrammed position. 
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SOURCE 

NIC 25, pp.173-174. 


E81 note 47 

1.d4 Nf6 2.C4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.f3 0-0 6.Be3 c5 7.dc dc 8x5 Nfd7 9.f4 
f6 lOxf Nf611 .Qd8 Rd8 12.BC5 



Na6 13.Ba3 Ng4 14.Nd5 e6 15.Ne7 
Kh816.Nf3 Bf817.Ng5 Re818.NC8 Ba3 
19.ba Rec8 20.Be2 Ne3 21.Kf2 Nc4 
22.Rac1 Na3 23.Ne6 +- ECO 

BUST 

From the diagram 12...Nc6 13.Nf3 
transposes to Hansen-Fishbein, 
Stavanger 1992 (the actual move order 
was 9.f4 Nc6 10.Nf3 f6, etc.). The game 
continued: 13...b6! 14.Ba3 (14.Be3 Ng4 
and 15...Nb4) Ng4 15.Rc1! (15.Nd5 e6 
16.h3 ed 17.hg Bg4 18.cd Nd4 19.Nd4 
Bd4 -+) e5 16.fe Nce5. Here Fishbein 
gives 17.Nd5 Bb7 18.Be2 Bd5 19.cd Rd5 
= as White’s best. 

SOURCE 

Alex Fishbein, "Waiting...to Strike!" 
Inside Chess , Vol.5, No.5 (March 16, 
1992), p.13. 


E84 note 61 

1 .d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4x4 d6 
5.f3 0-0 6.Be3 Nc6 7.Nge2 a6 8.Qd2 
Rb8 9.h4 b5 10.h5 e5 11 .d5 Na5 12.Ng3 
be 13.0-0-0 



Nd7?! 14.hg fg 15.Nb1! Nb7 16.BC4 +- 
ECO. 

CORRECTION 

A difference of opinion: instead of 

13.. .Nd7?! Kasparov in ECO gives 

13.. .C6! without evaluation or further 
comment. After 13...c6, however, 
Fedorowicz gives 14.de +-, again without 
supporting analysis. Take your pick! 

BUST 

In the game Kasparov-Loginov, Manila 
1992 Black avoided Kasparov’s 
"improvement" and played 13...Rb4!7, 
when there followed 14.Bh6 Bh6 15.Qh6 
Qe7 16.Be2. Now Van der Sterren and 
Rogers analyze 16...Nd7!? 17.Rdf1 (! 
-Kasparov) g5 18.Nf5 Qf6 19.g3 Qh6 
20.Nh6 Kg7 21 .Nf5 Kh8~. 

SOURCE 

NIC 25, p.136. 
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E88 line 3 


E88 line 6 


1 ,d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.f3 0-0 6.Be3 e5 7.d5 c6 8.Bd3 cd 9.cd 
Nh5 10.Nge2 f5 11.ef gf 12.0-0 Nd7 
13.Rc1 Nc5 



14.Bb1 a5 15.f4 Qe8 16.fe BeS += 
ECO. 

NOVELTY 

Timman-Kasparov, Paris 1991 (25 
minute game) saw White play 14.Bc4!? 
from the diagram. Seirawan notes that 
now 14...a5 meets with 15.Bc5 dc 16.d6, 
so White has time for 15.b4. Therefore 
White can play on the queenside and hold 
the move f4 in reserve. The game went 
14...a6 15.b4 Nd7 16.a4 Qe8 (16...Kh8!?, 
and...Bf6, ...Rg8 -Seirawan) 17.Kh1 Ndf6 
18.b5 Qg6 19.Bd3 e4 20.Bc2 Bd7 21 .ba 
ba 22.Rb1 Rae8 23.Qd2Kh8 24.Rb6Rg8 
25.Rg1 Qf7. Now Seirawan gives 26.Bd4! 
+-, but even Timman’s 26.Ra6 f4!7 won in 
35 moves. Based on admittedly slim 
evidence, 14.Bc4 looks to have a bright 
future. 

SOURCE 

inside Chess, Vo 1.4, No.24 (December 
9,1991), pp.13-14. 


1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.f3 0-0 6.Be3 e5 7.d5 c6 8.Qd2 cd 9.cd 
Ne8 10.g4 f5 11 .gf gf 12.0-0-0 



f413.Bf2 Nd714.Kb1 Ndf615.Bh3 Nc7 
16.Bh4 Bh3 17.Nh3 +- ECO. 

BUST 

Black’s position in the diagram is quite 
viable: witness Molo-Copie, corr. 
1989-90, which continued 12,,.Bf6! 
13.Kb1 (13.ef\? Bf5 14.Ne4 Na6! 15.Ne2 
Rc8 16.Kb1 Bh4~>) f4 14.Bf2 Bh4 15.Bh3! 
Na6 16.Bc8 Rc8 17.Nh3 Nc5 18.Rho1 
(18.Bh4 Qh4 19.Rhg1 Kh820.Qg2Rc7 =) 
Kh8 19.Ro4 Bf2 20TQf2 Nf6 21 .Ro2 Qd7 
22^h4 _b5_23Aiq1 b4^24.N_£2 (24.Rg7 
Qg7 25. Rg7 Kg726. Qg5 [26. Ne2 h6] Kh8 

27. Ne2 Nfe4 28.fe f3) Nd3 25.Ng5 
(25.Rg7 Qa4!) Qa4 26.Ka1! Nc5 27.Nc1!? 
(spurning the draw after 27.Nh7 Nb3 

28. Kb1 Nd2) Qd7 28.Kb1 (28.Nb3 Nb3 

29. ab Qb5i, planning ...Qa6-d3 etc.) a5! 
29.Nb3 Nb3 3Q.ab a4 31.Ne6 Rf7 
32 .Rq7 ? (too ambitious. White should 
take the draw with 32.Ng5 Rf8 33.Ne6) 
Qa7 33.Rc1 (33.Qf6 Qgl 34.Rg1 Rf6 
35.Rc1 [35.ba Ra6] Rcl 36.Kc1 Rh6!) 
Rcl 34.Kc1 Qe3 35.Kd1 Qf3 . 0-1 (notes 
based on annotations by Copie). A very 
nice game. 
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SOURCE 

Fernschach International, April 1992, 

p.206. 


E92 note 53 

1.d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Be2 e5 7.Be3 Qe7 S.de de 
9.Nd5 Qd8 10.Bc5 Ne4 11.Be7 Qd7 
12.Bf8 Kf8 



13.Qc2 Nc5 14.Rd1 Nc6 15.0-0 Ne6 
16.Nb6 ab 17.Rd7 Bd7 += ECO, citing 
Karpov-Kasparov, New York 1990. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Kasparov writes that during the game he 
was worried about 13.Qd3!, when there 
would follow 13...f5 14.Qa3 Kg8 15.Rd1 
Nc6 16.Nb6 cb 17.Rd7 Bd7. Kasparov 
notes that the end result is quite similar, 
but that here Black lacks the a-file 
pressure which provided so much of his 
counterplay in the actual game. Instead of 

16. Nb6 in Kasparov’s analysis, however, 
White played the superior 16.0-0! +- in 
Sakaev-Etchegaray, Groningen 1992. 
There followed 16...Bf8 (16...Qf7 17.b4 
Be6 18.Bd3! Bd5 19.cd Qd520.Qc1 ++-) 

17. b4 Qg7 18.Qb2 g5 19.b5 g4 20.bc gf 
21 .Bf3 be (21...NQ5 22.cb! Nf3 23.Kh1 
++-) 22.Be4 fe 23.Ne3 Bc5 24.Rd8 Kf7 
25.Qc2 Qf6 26.Rc8! Rc8 27.Qe4 ++-, and 
1-0/35. Notes by Sakaev. 


SOURCE 

1) Garry Kasparov, "Fighting Chess," 
Chess Life, January 1993, pp.6-8. 

2) Informant 56/683. 

E92 note 69 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Be2 e5 7.Be3 c6 8.Qd2 Re8 
9.d5 Ng4 10.Bg5 f6 11.Bh4 C5 



12.h3 Nh613.0-0 Nd714.a3 Nf715.b4 
a5°° ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Grandmaster Gutman claims a White 
advantage after the natural 12.0-0 Nd7 
13.Ne1 Nh614.Nd3. If Black varies earlier 
with 9...cd lO.cd Ng4 11.Bg5 f6 12.Bh4 
Na6 (Kuzmin), then Gutman again sees 
White on top with 13.0-0 Bd7 14.Rab1 
Rc8 15.b4. 

SOURCE 

Inside Chess, Vol.5, No.2 (February 3, 
1992), p.9. 


E92 note 138 

1 ,d4 Nf6 2x4 g6 3.NC3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Be2 e5 7.d5 a5 8.Be3 Ng4 
9.Bg5 f6 10.Bh4 Na611.Nd2 
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Nh6 12.0-0 Qe8 13.f3 Bd7 14.b3 f5 
15.a3 Nf7 16.Rb1 Bh6 17.Bf2 Qe7 
18.QC2 Bf4 19.g3 Bd2 20.Qd2 Ng5 = 
ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

From the diagram Black has 11 ...h5l, 
a space-gaining move which fits well 
with Black's kingside expansion plans. 
Below is a good example of what may 
follow: 12.a3 Bd7 13.h3 Nh6 14.Rb1 
Nc5 15.b4 ab 16.ab Na4 17.Qc2 Nc3 
18.Qc3 g5 19.Bg3 h4 20.Bh2 f5 21 ,c5 
g4 22.c6 Bc8 23.hg fg 24.cb Bb7 
25.0-0 Qg5 26.Ra1 Ral 27.Ra1 Bd5 
28.Ra7 Be6 29.Rc7 Qf6 30.Qe3 Nf7 
31.Bc4 Bh6 32.Qe2 Bd2 33.Be6 Qe6 
34.Qd2 Qb3 35.Kh1 Qbl 36.Bg1 Qe4 
37.Qc2 Qc2 38.Rc2 d5 39.b5 d4 40.f3 
g3 41.b6 Rd8, 0-1. 

SOURCE 

Bareev-Kasparov, Tilburg 1991. 


E97 line 9 

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Be2 e5 7.0-0 Nc6 8.d5 Ne7 
9.Bg5 Nh5 10.g3 



f6 11.Bd2 Bh3 12.Re1 f5 13.Nh4 Nf6 
14.ef gf 15.QC1 f4 16.gf Nd7 17.Kh1 
Nf5°° ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

In Bern-Watson, Gausdal 1991, Black 
played 10...h6 instead of 10...f6, and 
when White continued with the "book" line 
he was rewarded as follows: 10...h6 
11.Bd2 Bh3 12.Re1 f5 13.Nh4 Nf6 14.ef 
g5! 15.Ng6 Ng6 16.fg Bf5 =+. 

SOURCE 

Michael Rhode, "Game of the Month," 
Chess Life, July 1992, p.26. 

E99 note 60 

1 .d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 
5.Nf3 0-0 6.Be2 e5 7.0-0 Nc6 8.d5 Ne7 
9.Ne1 Nd710.f3 f 511 .Nd3 Nf612.Bd2 f4 
13.g4 g5 14.b4 h5 15. h3 Ng6 16.C5 
(diagram) Rf71 7.a4 Bf81 8.a5 Rh7 19.a6 
c6=° ECO. 

IMPROVEMENT 

Black does better to speed up his 
kingside play, e.g. 16...Kf7! 17.Bel Rh8 
18.Kg2 hg 19.hg transposing to 
Gelfand-Kasparov, Reggio Emilia 1992. 
Now Black played the annoying 19...Nh5l! 
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After 16.c5 


20.Rh1 (20.gh Bh3 21.Kh3 [21.Kg1 Rh5 

22. Rf2 Qh8 23.Rh2 Bd7] Rh522.Kg2 Qh8 

23. Nf2 Rh2 24.Kgl Qh4 -++ Ftacnik) Ng3 
21 .Bg3 fg 22.Qd2 Rh4 23.Kg3 Bd7 

24. Rh4 gh 25.Kh2 Bf6, and Black has 
plenty for the pawn, though Gelfand 
managed to draw. In view of this 
encounter Ftacnik proposes that White 
refrain from 16.c5(?!) and play 16.Be1 Kf7 
17.Kg2 Rh818.Rh1! with good prospects. 

SOURCE 

Lubomir Ftacnik, "Reggio Emilia 
Opening Survey," Inside Chess, Vol.5, 
No.3 (February 17, 1992), p.23. 
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INDEX OF COMPLETE GAMES 


E.C.O. CODE PLAYERS RES1JIT 

VOLUME A 


A01N122 

Dorow-Aigmuller, corr. 1980. 

0-1 

A01N122 

Pajares-Rios, corr. 1989. 

0-1 

A03L8 

Pickard-Tramme!, Dallas 1991 

1-0 

A19L10 

Psakhis-Greenfeld, Israel 1991 

1/2 

A21N1 

Kristiansen-Rausis, Denmark 1989 

1-0 

A21N83 

Gurevich-Adams, Murcia 1990 

0-1 

A27N60 

Seirawan-Browne, Lone Pine 1979 

0-1 

A34L9 

Gelfand-Beliavsky, Reggio Emilia 1991 

1-0 

A35N48 

Speelman-Xu Jun, Lucerne 1989 

1-0 

A37N122 

Miles-Kudrin, U.S. Open, Los Angeles 1991 

1-0 

A41L15 

Ivanchuk-Yusupov, m/5 Brussels 1991 

1-0 

A42N37 

Darby-Seirawan, Seattle 1978 

0-1 

A45L10 

Gorelov-Kuzmin, Moscow 1988 

1-0 

A47N73 

Landgraf-Loginow, corr. 1989-91 

1-0 

A81N74 

Mowschowitsch-Leisos, corr. 1991 

1-0 

A89L4 

Hanneson-Conroy, corr. 1990 

0-1 

A98N15 

Antonov-Korchmar, USSR 1948 

0-1 


VOLUME B 


B00N79 

Gibney-Wrinn, corr. 1989 

1-0 

B00N79B 

Reichmann-Pickard, 10th U.S. Corr. Ch. 

0-1 

B01N74 

Ivanchuk-Angelov, Varna 1987 

1-0 

B04N82 

Short-Timman, m/4 Tilburg 1991 

1-0 

B04N83 

Pavlov-Pushkin, Rossija 1992 

1/2 

B06N82 

Gerundino-Fiske, corr. 1989-91 

1-0 

B08L10 

Richter-Serner, corr. ICCF Cup 8/9 

0-1 

B08N69 

Horvath-Speelman, Rotterdam 1988 

1/2 

B10N9 

Sletebo-Wundhal, corr. 1982-3 

1-0 

B15N33 

Zelcic-Tseitlin, Belgrade 1988 

1-0 

B16N29 

La Rosa-Muller, corr. 1986-7 

1-0 
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B17L15 

Diaz-Gonzalez, Camaguey 1987 

1-0 

B17L15 

Gudmundsson-Thorkelsson, corr. 1990-92 

1-0 

B17N90 

Carlsson-Sorensen, corr. 1991 

1-0 

B31N28 

Menvielle-Polugaevsky, Las Palmas 1974 

1/2 

B33N9 

Abramovic-Fishbein, New York 1990 

0-1 

B33N97 

Smagin-Kharlov, Moscow 1991 

1-0 

B33N214 

J.Koch-Podlesnik, Manila 1992 

0-1 

B64L7 

Gufeld-Utasi, Havana 1985 

1-0 

B65N1 

Dvoiris-Flear, Budapest 1991 

1-0 

B70N48 

Wilder-Lindemann, Naestved 1988 

1-0 

B76L3 

I.Gurevich-Pelikan, Mannshafts, 1991 

0-1 

B78L8 

Hellers-Ernst, Sweden 1987 

0-1 

B78N38 

Nunn-Khalifman, Wijk aan Zee 1991 

1/2 

B81N70 

Gipslis-Rastjanis, corr. 1988-89 

1/2 

B82N19 

Anand-Kasparov, Tilburg 1991 

1-0 

B89N92 

Lukin-Shirov, Daugavpils 1989 

1-0 

B89N92 

Wedberg-Mednis, Copenhagen 1991 

1/2 

B89N92A 

Wedberg-Dolgister, New York 1991 

1-0 

B90N20 

Wagman-Rashkovsky, Forli, 1992 

0-1 

B93L9 

Tseitlin-Serebrjanik, Tel-Aviv 1992 

1-0 

B97N78 

Manduch-Mitov, corr. 1988-90 

1-0 

B99N29 

Hauptmann-Effertz, corr. 1990-91 

0-1 

B99N35 

Gudjev-Gunsav, World Corr. Ch. 1978-80 

1-0 

B99N51 

Garcia-Browne, Las Vegas 1990 

1-0 


VOLUME C 


C05L15 

C.Jones-Pickard, m/2 Memphis 1985 

0-1 

C06N52 

Kuijf-Allen, Dublin 1977 

1-0 

C08N24 

Szabo-Barcza, Stockholm 1952 

1-0 

C10N22 

Tarrasch-Alapin, Cafe de Monaco 1902 

0-1 

C12N92 

Ott-Monin, Kecskemet 1990 

1/2 

C12N119 

Ivanchuk-Gurevich, Reggio Emilia 1990 

1/2 

C13N68 

Schwartz-Junge, corr. 1983 

0-1 

C14N67 

Szilagyi-Harding, corr. 1987 

1-0 

C18N66 

van der Wiel-Hubner, Wijk aan Zee 1988 

1-0 

C22L3 

John Dowling-Ray Gatten, corr. 1991 

0-1 

C25L4 

Hector-Garcia, Spain 1988 

1-0 

C30N64 

Gallagher-Costa, Biel 1990 

0-1 
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C31L1 

Blasco-lvanovic, Catanzaro 1979 

0-1 

C32N80 

Nocci-Reuter, corr. 1990 

1-0 

C33N101 

Rut-Tomasovic, corr. 1989-90 

1-0 

C39N89 

de la Villa-lzeta, Salamanca 1990 

1-0 

C40N28 

Elburg-Downey, corr. 1991 

0-1 

C40N28 

Alloin-Downey, corr. 1991 

0-1 

C42L1 

Szell-Autenrieth, Magyarorszag 1987 

1/2 

C44N26 

Niedermayer-Krantz, 13th Eur. Corr. Ch., 1980-81 

0-1 

C44N141 

Szabo-Kocsis, corr. 1970 

0-1 

C47N16 

Gerschviller-Saltzmann, Switzerland 1965 

1-0 

C47N23 

Mishuchkov- Malinin corr. 1991 

0-1 

C52N77 

Kalsch-Yerofeev, corr. 1986-88 

1-0 

C54L12 

Rufenacht-Smit, corr. 1991 

0-1 

C53L11 

Kristol-Marcussi, corr. FM 3/4 Final 

1-0 

C54N64 

Szecsi-Heinrich, corr. 1986 

1-0 

C54N64 

Sepulveda-Servat, Argentina 1989 

0-1 

C57N25 

Estrin-Zaitsev, USSR 1970 

0-1 

C57N58 

Kalvach-Drtina, corr. 1986 

0-1 

C58N53 

Lausch-Jaler, corr. 1990 

1-0 

C64L6 

Petterson-Forslund, corr. 1987-88 

0-1 

C65N31 

Chandler-Spassky, London 1984 

1/2 

C74L12 

Kazansev-Arzumanjan, corr. 1962-3 

0-1 

C78N81 

Van der Wiel-Martin, Biel 1985 

1-0 

C78N110 

Kupper-lskov, Zurich 1976 

1/2 

C78N110 

Penrose-Vukcevic, 9th Corr. Ol. 1983-85 

1-0 

C84N89 

Suhanov-Zaitzev, Moscow 1967 

0-1 

C88N32 

Szczepanski-Malinin, corr. 1992 

1-0 

C88N85 

Telbis-Grozescu, corr. 1991-92 

1-0 

C89N205 

K.Jones-Gibbs, corr. 1989-91 

1-0 


VOLUME D 


D00N35 

Hall-Conquest, England 1978 

1-0 

D00N35 

Leisebein-Anikajew, corr. 1987-88 

1-0 

D06N45 

Sharif-Capron, French Ch. 1992 

1-0 

D15N53 

Fiorito-Smyslov, Buenos Aires 1990 

0-1 

D15N53 

Van Wely-Van der Sterren, Dutch Ch. 1991 

0-1 

D17N10 

Kalinichenko-Landolfi, corr. 1988-92 

1-0 

D17N63 

Van der Sterren-Petursson, Brocco 1992 

1-0 
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D18N23 

Strauss-Lakdawala, So. California Ch. 1992 

1-0 

D21L4 

Vehre-Bogdanovic, corr. 1990 

0-1 

D24N27 

Yusupov-Seirawan, Rotterdam 1989 

1/2 

D32N45 

Pyshkin-Raedeker, 5th ICCF Cup 1982 

1/2 

D32N54 

Pyshkin-Shibaev, corr. USSR 

1-0 

D37L22 

Gelfand-Yusupov, Linares 1992 

1-0 

D37L22 

Kasparov-Vaganian, European Team Ch. 1992 

1-0 

D44N107 

Panman-Noomen, corr. 1989-90 

0-1 

D44N150 

Magerramov-Savcenko, St. Petersburg 1992 

1-0 

D48L13 

Hansen-Chernin, Taastrup 1992 

1/2 

D55N81 

Herbert-Stoll, corr. 1985-89 

1/2 

D59N72 

Gatto-David, corr. 1991 

1/2 

D85 

Pribyl-Smejkal, Pardubice 1992 

1/2 

D85N250 

Tukmakov-Gavrikov, Moscow 1989 

0-1 

D86L9 

Finegold-De Boer, Wijk aan Zee 1992 

1-0 

D87N1 

Markeluk-Almeyra, Buenos Aires 1991 

1-0 

D87N1 

Zvara-Adam, Oberwart 1992 

1-0 

D89N26 

Kaukonen-Laurencena, corr. 1990 

1-0 

D93L8 

Sergeev-Titlianov, USSR 1992 

1-0 


VOLUME E 


E10N6 

S.Rubinstein-Djantar, Yugoslavia 1958 

1-0 

E20L29 

Marin-Vehi Bach, Rosas 1992 

1-0 

E20N128 

Khenkin-Boudre, Paris 1991 

1-0 

E20N185 

Sakaev-S.Silva, Guarapuava 1991 

1-0 

E25N24 

Fahlstrom-Stolle, corr. 6th World Cup 

1-0 

E30L7 

Rivera-Serrano, corr. 1989 

1-0 

E30N3 

Moore-Henley, England 1958 

1-0 

E54N75 

Speelman-Karpov, Paris 1991 (25 minute game) 

1/2 

E60 

Speelman-Ehlvest, Reykjavik 1991 

1-0 

E66L17 

Baburin-Polzin, Gifhorn 1992 

1-0 

E88L6 

Molo-Copie, corr. 1989-90 

0-1 

E92N138 

Bareev-Kasparov, Tilburg 1991 

0-1 
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CATALOG OF CHESS BOOKS 
FROM HAYS PUBLISHING 


1) COMBINATION CHALLENGE! (1991) - by Lou Hays and John Hall. 
"The combination book of the year!" - Ken Smith, Chess Digest 1991. This 
classic best-seller gives you 1154 tactical problems to solve PLUS a training 
method for learning chess tactics by "osmosis." Now in its third printing. 230 
pages. $14.95. 

2) MY SYSTEM-21ST CENTURY EDITION (1992) - by Aron Nimzowitsch 
(Edited by Lou Hays). This is the all-time chess classic of Aron Nimzowitsch 
now in algebraic notation, updated to modern, understandable English. 419 
diagrams. "This is a revolutionary re-editing of a revolutionary book." - 
Grandmaster Raymond Keene, London Times. 260 pages. $17.50 

3) OPENING SYSTEMS FOR COMPETITIVE CHESSPLAYERS (1992) - 
by John Hall. Three books in one. A complete repertoire for all players. 
Book 1) THE TORRE ATTACK. Book 2) TARTAKOWER DEFENSE. Book 
3) THE CARO KANN DEFENSE. An up to date look at these modern 
defenses. Algebraic notation. 192 pages. $13.99. 

4) BOBBY FISCHER - COMPLETE GAMES OF THE AMERICAN 
WORLD CHESS CHAMPION (1992) - Compiled and arranged by Lou Hays. 
This is the COMPLETE Bobby Fischer book. Dozens of never before 
published games (871 total). ECO codes, modern opening evaluations, 
diagram(s) every game. Condensed annotations in nearly every game. 
Indexed by opening, opponent, endgame and ECO. Algebraic notation. 
900+diagrams, 346 pages. $19.95. 

5) FISCHER-SPASSKY1992 (1993) - by Grandmaster Leonid Shamkovich 
and Jan R. Cartier. (Edited by Lou Hays). The COMPLETE book of Bobby 
Fischer’s return to chess. Nearly 200 entertaining and humorous quotes, 
comments, and anecdotes from Grandmasters and chess commentators 
around the world. Each game is well-annotated by Shamkovich and presented 
with comments from the players themselves. 19 photos. Algebraic notation. 255 
diagrams. 334 pages. $19.95. 

6) CHESS PRAXIS - 21 ST CENTURY EDITION (1993) - by Aron 
Nimzowitsch. (Edited by Ken Artz). Nimzowitsch’s "other classic," the 
companion volume to My System - 21st Century Edition. 124 fully annotated 
games. Edited for the modern reader. Expanded edition with fifteen games 
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from modern times. Algebraic notation. 502 diagrams. 296 pages. $17.95. 

7) THE CHESSPLAYER S LABORATORY (1992) - by Eric Schiller. The 
art of exhaustive analysis is studied with 70 challenging exercises in the 
magnificent game Polugaevsky-Nyezhmetdinov, Sochi, 1958. Algebraic 
notation. 36 diagrams. 48 pages. $8.95. 

8) E.C.O. BUSTED! (1993) - Compiled by USCF Master Sid Pickard. 
(Edited by Lou Hays and Senior Master John Hall). The book no tournament 
player will be able to survive without! Five hundred thirty-five examples of 
reversed evaluations from every volume of the famous Encyclopedia of 
Chess Openings. The book is very broad, covering busts, improvements and 
corrections for virtually every opening! Algebraic notation. Nearly 500 
diagrams. 240 pages. $21.00 


ORDER FORM 


TO ORDER SEND CHECK OR MONEY ORDER TO: 

HAYS PUBLISHING / P.O. BOX 797623 / DALLAS, TEXAS 75379 

Please send the following titles - 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Name 

Street 


City. 


State 


Zip. 


Please add $1.75 PER BOOK for shipping and handling. Foreign add 
$4.75 PER BOOK. Free shipping on orders of five or more books. 

Amount enclosed $_ 
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"...the chess student should not trust an analysis merely 
because he sees it in print. He must examine , he must do his 
own thinking and by conscientious work he must form his 
own judgment." -Emanuel Lasker 



Take a look at the diagram on the left. The Encyclopedia of Chess 
Openings analyzes 1...Qxg1+ 2.Kd2 Qg5+ 3.Bxg5 Rxg5 4.Ke1 Rd8 
as unclear. Oops! Black can clear things up in a hurry with 1...Rg5!, 
and now either 2.Bxg5 Qxg1+ and 3...Qxg5, or 2.0-0-0 Rc5+ 3.Kb1 
Qe4+ followed by 4...Qxg4 leave him with a winning position. Now 
consider the diagram on the right. E.C.O. stops here, giving White 
a winning position, but Black has 1 ...e5! 2.Qxf5 exf4 3.Qxf4 dxe4 and 
suddenly the situation is quite unclear! 

Although E.C.O. is the Bible of modern opening theory, there 
have been numerous discoveries, both from tournament and 
postal play, since the latest editions. In these pages you will 
find hundreds of splendid opening traps, reversals, and pit- 
falls such as those shown above. The book covers virtually 
every opening played today, and the serious competitor is 
advised to study it in self-defense. After all, that’s exactly what 
your opponents are doing! 












































